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FOREWORD. -

In 1974, the Queensland Alcopol and Drug Study was initiated to provide objective and precise Mmeasures
/ . of alcohol and drug use by Queensland school children. This report 1s the first in a series on the study
and deals solely with grade and sex differences in alcohol and drug use, in student- attitudes, and in
knowledge of alcohol and drugs. Other reports in the series will examine the effectiveness of the
alcohol and drug education programs that are presently given to high school students in Queensland. and
the relationship of social and personal variables to the use of alcohol and drugs by Queensland school
- children. . . L

The two bodies largely responsible tor alcohol and drug education in ‘Queensiand, .the Queensiand Health
Education Council and the Queensland Co-ordinating, Committee on Alcoholism, initiated and commissioned
this research study into alcohol and drug use by Queenstand school children. -The study was conducted
by the Research Branch of the Department of kducation. Queensland. .
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INTRODUCTION -+~ ’

. e
Alcohol and drug education cannot proceed in a vacuum: information must be available on the extent
and nature of alcohol apd drug use.in the tagget population. Often such information is based on the

subjective impressions of the educators and is inaccurate in.the detail or éven in the general pattern of
alcohol and drug use. ) y '

There have been a number of efforts made to provide more objective information. Unfqrtunately.
however, the results of only one major study on alcohol and drug use by Australian school children has
been fully published to date. This is the study conducted in Melbourne in 1972 (Krupinski & Stoller.
1973) 1n which alcohol anl drug use by fifth form students and various other groups was examined. "
About one in eight of the Melbourne students reported that they had used illicit dyugs, although half of
these were experimental users only. Regular drinking of alcohol was widespread. ‘A study of alcohol

_and drug use in New South Wales between 1971 and 1973, involving a variety of respondents including
fourth- and sixth form students, has been partially reported by Bell, Rowe and Caldwell (1971). A
preliminary report of a study of drug use by high school students in Canberra has been released by
lrwin (1974). An examination of alcohol use by school children in New South Wales has recently been
conducted by Egger, but the results have not yet been released.

The studies of alcohol and drug use in Australia that have been published are generally not directly
relevant to a study of school children. For example, Encel, Kotowicz and Resler (1972) studied drinking
patterns in Sydney using a sample of people aged fifteen years and older. Drug use in a similar sample o
from the Sydney suburb of Manly was examined by George (1973). Hasleton (1971) dealt with a .

. sample of university students. "One study did examine alcohol use by school children (Colbert, Meibusch,
Rodwell,” & Thomas, 1966) but used an unrepresentative sample from only one city.

In 1994 there was little hard evidence of the extent and nature of alcohol and drug use by school’
children in Australia. For Queensland, subjective impressions of use were all that was available: no 0
objective and precise measures of alcohol and drug use by Queensland school children had been made.
The present study was initiated in 1974 in order to provide such measures. The principal aim of the
project is to provide information on the use and abuse of alcohol and drugs by Queensland school chil-
dren and to collect information on their attitudes towards alcohol and drugs and their knowledge about -
these substances. A secondary aim of the study is to evaluate the alcohol and drug education programs

4t are.presently given to high school students in Queensland.
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METHOD o

The aim of the sample design was to dchieve a representative sample of Queensland school children in
grades Six to ‘twelve., The technique used was stratified two-stage cluster sampling. The primary -units
were schools, stratified by geographioal location and type of school. The sampling proceeded ufdependent-
ly for each. of the seven grades. The purpose of the sampling was to select 20 schools for each grade.
and to cbtain responses from 25 pupils in each of the schools. To allow for wastage 30 pupils were
randomly selected in each case. Within qach of the seven grades all pupils in Queensland had an equal

. probability” of being selected into the samfle.

.- The tofhl list of Queensland schools was divided into -eight strata on the basis of:
(1) geographical locition of school i.e.
(a) metropolitan; . )
(b) tewn with a population in excéss of 30 000;
(c) town with a population under 30 000:
(d) country; and

(2) type ‘ghschool 1e.
(a) vernment;
(b) non-Government.

The proportion of students 'in each stratum was then determined separately for each grade and the
number of schools required to reflect this distribution in each grade sample was calculated.

The same procedure to select the required number of schools was followed for each stratum of each
grade population. Those schools in the stratum with no pupils in the grade. were deleted, and of those
remaining, each school with less than 30 pupils in the grade was merged with schools following it on the
stratum list until a “pseudo-school” was created with 30+ pupils in the grade. A unique set of numbers.
equal to the number of s¢hool pupils in the grade, was allocated to each school. That is, the first
school (with p pupils in the grade) would be given the numbers' 1 to p, the second school (with q
pupils in the grade) would be given the numbers (p+1) to (p+1+q) etc. until the numpers 1 to N, where
N is eqlal to the number of Queensland pupils in that grade in that stratum, were allocated. A set of
pseudo-random numbers equal to the number of schools required and within the range 1 to N was then
generated to select the schools for the sample. If the number of a pupil was generated then the
pupil’s school was selected. If a school that formed -part of a “pseudo-school” ‘was thus selected. all
schools forming that “pseudo-school” were included in the sample.

The pseudo-random nuribers were generated by the random-start equal-interval method, so no school
could be selected more tian once for the same grade sample. This method of random number gener-
ation is best illustrated by an example. If there are five schools to be selected in a stratum with
10000 pupils, the numbérs | to 10000 are divided into five equal intervals i.e. 1 to 2080, 2001 to
4 000. 4 001 to 6000, 6 00 to 8000, 800! to 10000. One random number is then generated within
the range of the first interval. The four other numbers required to select the five schools are generated
by serially adding the number of students in each interval to the first random number.

Since the school selection was done independently for each grade, some schools were selected for more
than one grade. No school was selected -more than twice. In all. 138 separate schools were selected.
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@ comprising 102 Government and 36 non-Government schools. The set of 138 schools was made up ol
110 separate sohools and 28 schools which were members of eleven *‘pseudo-schools™. ‘Eight of the
“pseudo-schools” were Govemment schools in country areas and three were non-Government schiools 1n
towns with a population of less than 30 000. .

On 20 June 1974 a letter was sent lo.the principals of the 138 schools seeking the participation ot
the schgol in the study and setting out details of Pupi] selection. Of the 138 schools. 129 agreed to
participate in the study, while nine schools, representing eleven selected grades and thus 8.5% of the
target sample, refused to participate. Four classes at three other schools were randomly chosen from
within the now under-represented strata as replacement classes. The other seven classes were not able
to be replaced before the questionnaires were to be admimistered. Table 171 gives a list of all schools
that participated in the study. ’

The characteristics of the sample of 3 362 sthool children af®: described in Table 1. As Table 2 shows
the sample is representative as a whole on the dimensions of sex and school type. although tt 15 not
representative on these dimensions for each grade taken separately.

Thirty pupild were chosen from the specified grade of each of the selected schools. In "the case of
primary. schools a class of the grade was randomly chosen and all the pupils in that class were adminis-
tered the alcohol and drug use questionnaire. For high schools, the principal was provided with a.list of
30 random numbers, within the range of 1 to N, where N is the number of students in the grade. The
principal was asked to select the corresponding pupils from the class list. The importance of not depart-
ing from this strictly random selection was stressed. In a“inority of ‘cases the school forwarded a lisy
of the grade pupils to the researchers who then randomly\::@xﬁd the 30 pupils. .

In order to achieve reasonably precise grade statistics, the sa ling design aimed to achieve an approx-
imately equal number of subjects in each of the seven grades. % there are a good many more pupils
in the lower grades than there are in the upper, the total sample\as derived is not representative of the

population. A weight was thus applied to each student according to grade so that the weighted sample -
would be representative of the population. The grade weights are as follows: : )
Grade 6 1.2
Grade 7 1.35
Grade 8 1.18
Grade 9 1.16
Grade 10 1.17
Grade 11 ' 0.52
. Grade 12 0.42 "«

The weighted sample was used for all analyses in this report, with the exception 0, the item analyses
of the -alcohol and drug knowledge scales. The weighting introduces rounding error since the number of
subjects derived through weighting need not be an integer, but has been rounded to one in the tables.
Thus the number of subjects in subsamples may not sum exactly to the number in the total sample’e.g.
the number of male and female subjects in an analysis may not equal the total number of subjects in
the analysis. Table 3 provides an example of this apparent inconsistency. An inspection of Table |
reveals the extent to which the weights alter the effective number of subjects in each grade. :
It is most important to note that since the sampie for this study is not a simple random sample. -,
the significance levels given for the various analyses in this report should not be taken at their face value.

It can be assumed from the tesults of previous surveys that the intraclass correlation is pofitive in
educational surveys i.e. that pupils in the same school are more similar than would Be an equal number
of students taken at_random from the population. Under this assumption, ,the standard errors are under-
estimated and the X2 values and the F values are overestimated if they are calculated. as they are in this
study. on the basis that the sampling is simple random sampling. That is, if a relationship. for example.

1 between grade and drug taKing, is found to be just significant at the 0.01 level under the assumption of
simple random sampling. then it is highly likely that the ‘actual’ significance level is .greater than 0.01 for
the complex sampling design used in this study. Such a relationship should not then be regarded as
significant because of the deviation from simple random sampling. Thus a conservative significance level
should be adopted in interpreting the analyses in this report. A significance level of 0.001 (ie. the result
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1s held to be statistically sxgnmcant if p < 0.00l) is certainly not too conservative, bearing i mind
also the number of analyses done on Lhe data. In order to allow flexibilit4¢ of interpretation, the
slgmflépce level accepted in this report for the purpose of discussion of results is the- 0.01 level, but
the estimated! significance level is given in cach case. .

One aim of the study 1s to evaluate the a]cohol and drug education programs that are presently given
to high ool students in Queensland. The ‘evaluation design 15 the pre-test post-test model with cxperi-

.mental and\ control groups. All high school grades in the sample (grades 8<12) were randomly assigned

to one of“four groups, the first three of which are cxpenmenlal groups and the fourth is the control
group: o

(1) altohol educauon program gven, o | ,
(2) drug education program gven; ’
(3) both the alcohol and the drug education programs given;

(4) no altohol or drug education program given.

r{?&ddents in all four groups and those in the primary school sample were administered the. Alcohol
Drug Questionnaire between 16 and 27 September 1974. and again between 4 and 8 November 1974,

The alcohol and drug/{:catnon programs for the first three groups were given between 7 and 18 October
1974. .

Criticism 1s often aimed at the questionnaire method of data collcctlon However a study by Smart
(1970) showed a very high correlation between the percentage of marijuana users derived from spadents’
writfen reports:of personal marjuana use and that derived from the students’ estimates of the percentage
of marjuana users among their classmates. Similar findings for alcohol and tobacco have been reported
by’ Goldstein (1966). Aiso. a report by Petzel, Johnson and McKillip (1973) showed that removal from
the sample of those students claiming to have used a bogus drug did not]\gmﬁcantly alter overall drug
use figures. None of the students included in Bogg's (1971) study indicated use of any of the four
fictitious drugs sncluded in his drug list. These results have helped establish confidence in the valu$ of
self-report data. . : ‘

A pilot study ‘was run to refine the Alcohol and Drug Questionnaire. A total of 323 puw}K in
grades six to twghve from four metropolitan schools were administered the pilot questionnaire in early
August 1974, The pilot questionnaire contained 100 attitude items. 84 drug and alcohol knowledge
items,” 92 background information items. 36 alcohol use items, and 49 drug use items. The items were either
generated by the resurchers or culled from prevjous studies on alcohol and drug use.

After examination of the data. questions were reworded to clarify meaning or to avoid skewed dis-
tributions of responses. The drug and alcohol attitude items were separately submitted to a principal
components analysis followed by a varimax rotation. Those items that were relatively pure measures of

\\[aci'grs were retained. other items wefe constructed to reinforce some of the factors. and the items that

loaded significantly on mote than one factor, or were to6 similar 10 purer items, were deleted. In ali.
68 items were Lhosen{or created for use in the_final questionnaire form: 34 drug attitude items atd 34
alcohol attitude items.

/ The alcohol and drug knowledge items were submitted to an item analysis. ltems which correlated
hi

Q

ghly with the scale total and which had distributions of right/wrong responses that did fot depart greatly
from sectangulaiity were selected for inclusion in the final form of the’ questionnaire. ‘In this way 20
drug knowledge and 20 alcohal items were chosen.

"The final version of the questionnaire was composed of five scparate parts:

Alcohol use - 42 items

Drug, use 77 items

"Attitudes 68 items A
Knowledge 40 items o }
Background information 77 items .

Five forms of tHe questionnaire were used, in which thg~order of the five parts was varied to produce
a counterbalanced design. Schools were randomly allocated to one of the five forms.
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The items on drug use were divided tnto six sections. one for each of six types of drugs.  The ux
categories of drugs were described in the questonnarre as follows:

cannabis for example- Marjuana (“pot”, “grass”) and hashish (“hash™),

- tnhalants for example the smffing of aeroplane glue. pressure packs, solvents or

' paint thinners:
) stimulants such as the amphetamines (“pep pills™, *“speed”) benzedrine (“"benmes™)

- ) and dexedrine (“dexies”), and” cocaine (“coke”).
hallucinogens such as L.S.D. ("acid™), some mushrooms (magic mushrooms™) and datura.

Conarcotics " such as heron ("lV’. “horse™, “smack’, “rock”), morphine {“morph™),

pethidine, opum and methadone;

depressants ~such as the barbiturates (e.g. amytal. nembutal, seconal) and other sedatives

(“goofers”. barbs”, “nunors”. “mandrax”, “sleepers”, “downers”).

While cannabis and hallucinogens are illicit drugs, i1t should be noted that 1t is possible to obtain some
types of depressants, stimulants and narcotics on a doctor's prescription.  Use of such drugs for medical
purposes was not explicitly excluded in questionnaire items on drug use. At the beginning of the
questionnaire, it was stated that for our purposes, the word “drugs” did not refer to such things as
tobacco. aspirin, A.P.C.. alcohol. tea or coffee.  Similarly, unless specifically indicated otherwise. the
term “‘drug” or “drugs” as used in this repor does not include alcohol. .

A package of questionnaires and separate answer sheets was sent to each of the 132 schools particr-
pating in the project in the week prior to the penod set aside for test administration. The following
points were made in the Instructions given to the pnncipal.

(1) a school teacher was to administer the questionnaire to the chosen students as a group.

{2} the questionnaire was to be completed on one day..though admimstration of the five parts ot the
questiognaire could be Interspersed by rest periods: .

(3) thé students were to be told not to put their names on the answer shegts, that their names werc
chosen “out of a hat”". and that no one at the school would ever sec t%rejr answers since all answer
sheets were to be tnserted by the individual students into one envelope which would be 1mmediately
sealed and the)n posted to the researchers:

(4) the teacher wis to read to the students all instructions concerning completion of the questionnaire
to ensure that all students understood what to do.and to answer all queries that did not prompt &
particular answer to an item. :

The questionnaire was administered twice in this way to all students. The analyses in this report refer
to the responses to the first administration only. "

The answer sheets from the second administration of the questionnaire were paired as far as possible
with those from the first. This matching was done for each student on the basis of school attended.
father’s occupation. the student’s own career ambition, parents’ and students’ countrics of birth and the
first letter df the mother’s maiden name. This tnformation was obtatned in open-ended questions at the
end of the “Background Information” section of the questionnaire. In all, 80.2% of the questionnaires
were matched successfully.

Where there were more than 25 sfudents with matched answer sheets for any class, 25 were randomly
selected for incluston in the sample. After the excess students were thus deleted, 3362 completed
returns of the first admimstration of the questionnaire were available. These 3362 students form the
sample examined n this report.

«

Of the 3362 students. only 888% completed the second administration between 4 and 8 November
Twelve schools. representing fifteen classes, gave the questionnaire only once, mainly because of scheduling
problems. °

In order to obtain more detailed information on alcohol and drug use by school children. 144 students
in grades six, nine and twelve of seven metropolitan schools were individually interviewed 1n’ April 1975
by trainee Guidance Officers. No attempt was made to obtain a representative sample of students for
interview. The traince Guidance Officers are all experienced teachers with university qualifications and
with training 1n interviewing. Half of the students interviewed had reported some drug use in 2 shortened
version of the questionnatre used in the larger study. and half had not. Students were 1dentified by
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number only. both on the questionnaire and‘_m the interview. The students interviewed were not asked
to give their name and complete anonymity was preserved. The interviews were structured and dealt ”
with questions of alcohol and drug use touched on in the questionnaire.

Betore analysis of IT data commenced, certain inconsistencies were removed from the responses of
some subjects. Those Subjects who, in response to a direct and simple question, reported that they had
- never used a specific substance (e.g. cannabis) were treated as non-users on all other ttems cancerning
. . - N . . .
that substance, regardless of their answers to those items.  In addition, those students who indicated
that they had had alcohol only once to taste were treated on all dther alcohol items -as if thev were
not current drinkers. '

All analyses discussed in this report with the exception of the item analyses, were calculated using
standard computer programs contained tn the Staustical Package for the Social Sciences (Nig, Bent, &
Hull. 1970). The item analyses were ccmputed using the: program TESTAT (Veldman. 1967).
Q ' Only a few statistical analysis techniques are referred to in this report: Chi-square. analysis ol variance.
* atem analysis. and factor analysis. Simple descriptions of the first two techniques may be found in Glass
and Stanley (1970), and of the last two techniques in Cronbach (1970). '
It 15 important to note that all students did not respond to all items and so it 1s not possible to say
that those answering one item a paricular way are necessarily the same studenis answering simtlarly to
another, related 1tem.  For example, 1t 1s not.vahd to infér that the difference between the percentage
saying they have been offered cannabis and the ‘percentage saying they have used it. necessarily represents
> the exact percentage who would say they have refused an offer of cannabis.
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* Alcohal
» The students were asked whether they had ever had an alL‘ohnlnc drink, other than on rehgious occasions,

As Table 3 dicates. 58.9% of the sample have taken a drink more than once, and a turther 26.0%
have taken a drink once to taste, leaving only 15.1% of the pupils who have never taken a drink. A
mght be expected grade has a strong effect on drinking behaviour: the percentage of those who have
taken a drink more than once ranges from 33.0% at grade six Jo 86.8% at grade twelve. Figure 1 dis-
plays this increase In the proportion of drinkers with grade. Far ahead of all others 1s the line
representing the pioportion of students in cach grade who have at least tasted an alcoholic drink at

some time. Greater rates of increase over grade are shown Tor the proportion of students who have
taken alcohol more often in the past than only once to taste, and for the proportion of current users
At each grade. fewcr guls than boys have had a drink, giving a stgmificant overall sex effect (£ = 43 84,
df = 1. p - 0.001) _

Two reasons might help to explain the lower use of alcohol by .the young students: lack of opportunity
and an unwillingness to take a drink if offered. Tables 4 and S are relevant to this point. Table 4
reflects grade differences in one type of opportunity for use of alcohol and shows that the percentage
of students who have never been offered any alcohol declines from 45.4% at grade six to 3.5% at grade
twelve  That the younger students are. in addition, less willing to take an offered drink 1s evidenced by
the resujts in Table S. Of grade six children, 51.9% say they would not take a drnk offered by good
friend. " This percentage reduces to 8.4% in grade twelve. One possible reason for this unwillingness 15
¢hown 1n Table 6. While only 2.7% of grade twelve students think that dninking is very dangerous to
one's health, 35 1% of grade six pupils believe this. A second possible reason that the percentage of
pupils witing to dnnk increases with grade maybe a concomitant increasg in peer group pressure to drnnk
since 1t has been shown (Davis, 19631 that peer group norms are an important influence on personal
behaviour and that small groups of close friends may be expected to exhibit similar social behaviours
in many areas. N ‘

In order to gauge the strength of peer group pressure 1o drink. students were asked how many of
their five best friends were drninkers. The marked change with grade is shown 1n Table 7. While over
half of the sixth grade/students claim that none of then five best friends drink, over halt the twelfth
graders say all five do/ An interesting point 1s the large difference between the numbers saying “none”
and “one friend”” 1n thy lower grades and between those saying “four friends” and “‘five friends™ 1 the
higher grades. These trends indicate clearly the strong pressure towards conformity n drinking in the
sample. and reflect the finding by Alexander 11964) that “in collectivities of high mutual attraction
there 1s a tendency toward consensus in drinking behaviour {p. 395)°  This consensus may be achieved
by rejection of deviant members or by modification of the behaviour of group members.

Factors such as the students’ willingness to use a substance. its availability. its perceived danger to health
and the peer group pressure towards its use, are all likely to influence a student's anticipated future
personal use of the substance. Table ¥ shows that nearly, 60% of grade six children are sure they will
not be using alcohol 1n one year's ime. On the other hand. almost 80% of grade twelve students sec
their future drinking as quite hikely. Quite reasonably. the percentage n each grade who believe thev

N
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night be dnnking 1n One ‘year's time 1s never fess than the percentage reporting that they have taken an
alcoholic drink more than once 1o taste. '

Table 9 shows that most students have had their first dnnk of alcohol before they turn eleven yeurs
old.  This figure contrasts with the age of first dtink being thirteen to fourteen years in a Glasgow study
{Davies & Stacey. 1972) and in a review of the literature by Maddox (1970). Ths difference may be
partly accounted for by two tfactors. The first Js that the present study includes studehts younger, than
«1in most other studies and as Table 9 indicates. the lower the average age of the sample the lower the
reported age of tust drink.  The second factor 1s that a number of studies when quoting age of st
dnink. reter to the first personal drink not. as n the present study. the ‘first taste of beverage alcohol
whether 1t be a sip from u parent’s glass at Chnstmas, or a glass of beer bought at a hotel ‘

Tables 10 und 11 indicate that the pupil typically has his fust drnk at home with Ins parents and
that a munonity of drinkers are introduced to drnnk by tnends at a party. This 1s & pattern found m
many other studies (Kane & Patrerson, 1972 Harnson, Bennett, & Globettr, 1970).  The older students
are more hkely than are the younger 1o have had theu furst drink at a party, and lesss likely to huave
been introduced 1o dnnk at home. This 1s probably due to the fact that the external pressure to dimnk
and the opportunity to find sources other thagf their parents for alcohol increase with age.  As might be
expected and as Table 12 shows, the number of studemts who drink now increasés rapidly with grade. trom
3,27 ut grade six to 83.3% at grade twelve.  As usual. the girls lag somewhat behind the boys
(" = §5.66: df = 1. p 0.001) but the gap 1s quickly narrowed with increase 1n grade. )

Inspection of Tables 13 10 16 and tigure | reveals that the proportions of students presently drinking
beer. spints, liqueurs and wine all increase significantly over grade, but the rates of increase differ.

Figure 1 shows clearly that the rates of increase for beer. wine and liqueurs are highly similar but that
spinits exhibit a sharper nise.  The percentage who currently drink beer changes from 26.6% at grade six
to 65.1% at grade twelve; wine nises from 24.3% 10 68.0%: liqueurs show an increase from 7 57 1o 4317,
and spints rapidly increases from 14.0% 10 71.3%. Spirits trail wine and beer in populanty at grade six.

but lead all drinks in populanty at grade twelve: »
As has been tound n other studies (Harrison et al., 1970 Smart. 1970), a higher proportion of Jmales
v than females currently. drink cach type of alcohol (Beer ¢ = 161.78. qf =1, p - 000l Wine: = =1991"
df = 1. p < 0.001. Spirtts. ¢~ = 2823 df = 1, p < 0001, Liqueurs: £~ = 11.75: df = 1. p - 0.01) ;

"The sex difference for beer s large while that for spints s minor. Beer 1s the traditional male dnnk in
Australia and 1t 1s possible 1n the case ot spirnts that the kinds taken and the mixes used would differ
entiate better betweech the sexes. The patterns of Sex differences for current use of wine and liqueurs
are highly similar.  Both are more popular with males than with females in the lower grades, but are used
by u gher proportion of grls than boys 1n grades  eleven and twelve. Increasingly. then. with uagd. the
girls come to dominate 1n the use of the swecter drinks. '

The change with grade in the proportion who drink vnce a month or less‘is different for drinkers of
beer. spirits, liqueurs, and wine  Tables 17 ta 20 demonstrate that with increase 1n grade. liqueurs are
taken less frequently by liqueur drinkers, intake, of wine does not change, and beer and spints are drunk
more often. Sinde, as Table Y shows, the average age of first dnnk is higher for the older students than
it 1s for the younger. the grade differences in Uninking frequency may be due to.the fact that those

. students who enter the population of drinkers later than do others may also exhibit different drinking
patterns from the -early starters.” They ‘may. for example. drink more frequently (Encel et a.. 1972).
This interpretation is of cours¢ possible for all grade trends in the behaviour of drinkers or drug users as
reported here. Other interpretations are possible however. The differences” among, the drinks 1n the change
of frequency of use with grade may be due in part 1o sex differences in preferences for alcoholic drinks:
males. the heavier drinkers, show a distinct preference for beer and. to a lesser extent, spirits; females.
the lighter drinkers. predominate at the senior high school level in the use of wine and liqueurs. Hence
the sex difference would damp a tendency for frequency of liqueur and wine consumption to increase
with grade more than it would a tendericy for the frequency of beer and spirits consumption to increase. '

. It may also be hypothesized that fréquency o! wine drinking does fot change with grade because. for

school children, most wine drinking is done with meals under parental supervision. It 1s not likely that
the frequency of such behaviour would change greatly. over grades. This impression was reinforced in
the interviews: over half of the 64 wine drinkers interviewed reported that when they drank wine. they
usually did so at meals o -

a
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The reason for the apparent decline in frequency of \ur dr1nk1ng is harder to pin down. It may
be thae-those who start drinking later in childhood ten 40 "concentrate on the more popular beer and

' spirits at the expense of liqueurs. It may be however, that the younger -children in the sample had

particular difficulty in understanding some of the questlons\ An inspection of Tables 17, 18 and 20
shows that too many of the younger students report very hi frequencies of alcohol-intake: too high to
credit. It would seem then that either more of the younger [\i}d‘ren were, because of lack of-compre-
hension, responding rgpdomly, or.more were- exaggerating their Yl§e’ of alcohol. This effect seems to have
hit liqueurs particularly hard because of the iower number of hq@eur drinkers and the fact that liqueur
drinking"is a rarer event than spirits or beer consumption. ; .

It should be stressed. that when the younger subjects report beh
experience, and where the number of such Subjects is small, for e}a
once a day or more, the results for these subjects should be viewed as‘ robably grossly exaggeratéd.

“*Figures 2 to S show the increase in the percentage of current drrnke"\of beer, spirits. wine and "
liqueurs with grade. A current drinking frequency of “once a.month of ess” is defined to be occasional
use:_ All higher frequency categories are defined as regular use. The peth‘ntages of students who are
regular drinkers of each type of alcohol are also shown in Figures 2 to 5. 'Two factors_account for -
differences among bevemages in the rate of increass with grade of the percentage of students who are
regular drinkers: the different rates of increase in the percentage of current drinkers of the beverage,

and different rates of increase in the, percentage of current *drinkers who are also regular dnnkers of
the beverage. .

As' indicated previously # spirits are drunk by more grade twelve students than is beer. However “as
Tables 17 and 18 indicate, beer is drunk more often than spirits at all grade levels. When Tables. 2]

r contrary to reason and

\

- and 22 are compared it is seen that the same relationship holds for alcohol consumption per drinking

session: the alcohol intake when beer is drunk is greater than whep. spirits are taken. This conclusion

is based on the calculation that thirteen ounces of beer is approximately equivalent to twq spirit drinks

(two ounces) in alcohol content. That beer, a light altoholic drink, is more frequently and heavily consumed
by youth than is hard liquor, has been reported in other studies (E]obettr & Wmdham 1967; Jessor, Carman,
&. Grossman, 1968 Riester & Zucker, 1968). .

Tables 21 to 24 show that the proportion of students who drink a mlnlmal amount each time (e. g half

~of a glass of wine, or half of a bottle of beer) décreases steadily w1th grade. Relatively heavy drinking thus

becomes more common among%d@‘kﬁs with increasing grade.

Table 25 shows that older drinkeFs®port more appreciation of the taste of their drinks than do younger
drinkers. Most drinkers in gtade twelve say they like the taste of Lhelr drinks very much whereas in grade
six approximately equal percentages say they like it “a little” and “very much™. It may be that liking the

taste of alcoholic drinks is largely acquired by practice or it may be that the youngef students are still e

experimenting with various types of alcoho] "and so arc likely to try some they don’t like, while older stu-
dents have established preferences.

An examination of Table 26 shows that an approximately equal majority in all grades feel that their
drinking frequency has not changed from six months ago. Younger students report a decline in drinking
frequency over that period, while older students report an increase. The decline in drinking asserted by ithe
younger students is surprising. It may be that the younger pupils see the phrase “six months ago™ as taking
in a longer period of time than does “current use”. The younger students might have included Christmas
and New Year drinks in the total for “six months ago™, although such feasts preceded the survey by nine
months, o )

Tables 27 and 28 reveal that”the older drinker$ do less of their drinking in the home with parents or
other relatives than do the younger drinkers. Table 28 shows that 39.8% of grade six children do all their
drinking at home while by grade twelve this percentage has shrunk to 3.5%. .

Drinking thus starts in the home but rapidly expands beyond its boundaries. This is shown clearly in
Tables 29 to 36 which indicate that the older student does more of his drinking with friends, at friends’
homes, at friends’ parties, at public functions, at hotels, in the open air, alone, and in cars than does the
younger drinker. The pattern of drinking thus changes from a parent-oriented activity to an activity
dominated by the peer group. These findings support trends found by Kane and Patterson (1972). The

percentage of grade six children who do all or most of their drinking with friends is 7.2%, while at grade

[}

13

le those reporting <ise of llqueurs

)

»

-
el




'
v

twelve the’ corresponding figure is 42.6%. This_same pattern is reflected in the responses shown in Table 37.
The older students tend to obtain their alcohol more often from friends or by furchase and less often
Arom parents. An interesting point in Table 37 is that the younger students more often obtain their
alcahol surreptitiously from their parents than do the other pupils. The great majority of primary school
drinkers are however given alcohol by their parents, probably,in the form of a glass at meal time. a stp -
from their drink atf a hotel, or a glass on a special occasion. Harrison et al. (1970) also found that
parents are the ysual source of alcohol for young students. . ‘

Tables 38 and 39 indicate that although the great majority of drinking students believe that their
parents know that they drink. fewer believe their, parents know how much they drink. More than one-
third of the grade twelve drinkers report that they drink more than their parents believe, while only
5.1% report they drink less than their parents believe. This supports the finding by Riester and
Zucker (1968) that heavy or frequent alcehol consumption is associated with drinking with a small group
of adolescent peers in ‘the absence of adults. The situation is different at the grade six level where the
11.6% who claim Lhey‘ drink more than their parents beligve is balanced by J12.9% ‘who claim to drink
less. This change in pattern over grade is consistent with the finding that the younger students drink
less’ frequently and' less heavily than do the older students, and that their drinking is also less likely to

.be done in" the company of. peers. ' , : ’
" No attempt was made in this study to ascertain whether or not these students believed they had
their parents’ approvalg drinking. It is interesting to note that Kane and Patterson (1972) reported

1

.that only 2.0% of in,fr quent drinkers and 15.0% of frequent drinkers had parental approval even though
a majority of both grqups felt that their parents knew about their drinking.

It is apparent from Table 40 that the proportion of students who have tried to drink at hotels while
underage increases rapidly from a relatively minor 10.8% at grade six to a significiant 62.5% at grade ‘ 7
twelye. The increase is_particularly great over the last two high school years, when it might be expected
that the student.is increasingly able to pass for the eightgen year old who is legally able to purchase

. drinks.  This possibility is reinforced by an examination of Table 37: there is a sudden increase between
grades eleven and twelve in the perceptage of students who usually obtain their drink by purchasing it
themselves. In the interviews all six of the grade six drinkers who reported that they had drunk in a
hotel indicated that they had done so with their parents. Of the nine grade twelve students who reported
in.the interview that they drank in hotels, two-thirds sindicated that it. was usually with friends rather
than parents. This would seem to indicate that the bulk of the young students who reported hotel drink-
ing referred to parentally supervised hotel drinking which. although illegal, is quite different in kind from

the hotel drinking with friends that is more typical of the older students.”

Table 41 shows that of those who have tried to drink at a hotel while underage, 26.5% have been -,
refused service at some time. The percentage tends to be lower for older students than for the younger.
If. over the past seven years. increasing numbers of young students have tried to drink at hotels this
finding would be easy to explain. It is not possible to test this inference with the data in this study. but
it should be noted that it is consistent with the fact that the legal age for purchase of alcohol in Quedns-
land dropped from 21 to eighteen years during the seven year period. ‘

Students were asked a number of questions on the effects that drinking has had on' them. As Table
o, 32 shows, 38.3% of the drinkers in the sample report having been drunk. There is a significant increase.
N from -27:3% to 56.4%, from grade six to grade twelve in the proportion of drinkers who have been drunk.
This may be due to differing definitions of drunkenness. To a number of the younger students. dizziness
or mid lack of co-ordination might {mply drunkenness. The older students may be more likely to- use
memory blackouts, and being sick from drink as signs of drunkenness.

Tables 42 to 46 show that while 38.3% of drinkess say they have been drunk, 29.6% of drinkers

have behaved atypically, 28.0% been ill. 16.8% lost their memory, and 3.5% been in trouble with the law.
because of drink. The proportign of pupils who report these. behaviours increases with grade level. except
for the rarest behaviour: there is no significant change over grade in the proportion of students who have
been in trouble with the law because of drink. This lack of a significant trend may be due to the small
number who report trouble with the law because of drink. or it may be due\ to age differences in the
‘situations perceived as “trouble with the law". )
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! Drinkers reported reasons for drinking are shown in Table 47. The most noticeable aspect of the

table is that fewer students in the higher grades give the more unrealistic reasons for drinking. The

older pupils stress the beneficial effects of alcohol more so than do the younger. That alcohol helps

them to mix more easily, to relax and to feel happy are important reasons for drinking given by

grade twelve pupils. The younger students are more ingenuous: 61.7% of grade six children say they

drink because they like the taste. Nonetheless, whatever the-increase in akcohol sophistication from—grade

six to twelve, 39.2% of grade twelve drinkers give liking the taste as their reason. Other studies/r:im

a similarly high proportion of school children offering this as their major reason for drinking (Mackay.

Phillips, & Bryce,: 1967). Table 48 reveals that not liking the taste is-a popular reason among non-drinkers

for not,drinking.. Presumably, lack of opportunity (see Table 4) and the relative absence of the pressure
= from peers who drink (see Table 7) go a major part of the way to explaining the low use of alcohol

in the primary school grades. Those whq/ have not had a drink by grade twelve would usually have had

a number of opportunities to drink and ge under peer pressure to do so. Their reason for not drinking
18 thus more likely to be a personal and internal one. This is reflected in the finding that the percentage
of non-drinkers who indicate that they do not drink because drinking is against their moral principles
incréases from 2.9% at grade six to 40.5% at grade twelve. That the younger children are more under
the domination of their parents in' the matter of drink is suggested by the 16.0% of non-drinking grade
six children who report that they do not drink because their parents do not approve of drinkers. No
grade twelve students gave this as a reason for not drinking. Finally, there is some tendency. for the
younger pupils to offer the health danger of drink as a reason more often than older pupils do.

\ It is quite clear from Table 49 that the reasons provided in the questionnaire for giving up drink do
\.not match at all well with those that the ex-drinkers would offer. There are too few students in

"\ categories other than *“‘some other reason’ for a comment to be made on the reasons for ex-drinkers
iving up drink. ‘ '

-

\
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Cannabis , 9

Table* SO shows the population percentage of students claiming to have used cannabis at some time. The
range in affirmative responses is from 2.2% in the upper primary grades to 17.6% in grade twelve.
Significant increases over grade occur for the sample as a whole and for males and females separately.
Sometime use of cannabis is generally more common for males than for females ()(2 =906, df = 1.

p < 0.01). However, this trend is reversed in grade ten and more mgrkedly so in grade twelve by
which \stage almost one in five girls has used cannabis at some time. A possible explanation for this
reversaxmay be that the girls in the upper high school years tend to go out with boys older than
themseltes and are thus more likely to be mixing with people who are no longer at school, but are
either in, the work force or at tertiary institutions. It has been shiown that the incidence of cannabis
usage th&re is higher than within the school (Graves, 1973). Hence, girls in the senior high school years -
are. likely to have greater opportunity for cannabis use then are their male peers.

Obviously personal use of cannabis is not the only indication of a person’s contact with the drug and
students were asked if they had ever been offered cannabis. Table 51 shows significantly increasing
percentages over grade: in grade six 3.0% of students have been offered cannabis, in comparison to 25.7%
in grade twelve. ;

When asked if they would use cannabis if it were offered by a good friend, students could reply “yes
I am sure | would”, “yes I might”, “I don’t know”, or “no”. The results are shown in Table 52. Grade

. differences are significant and students who are sure they would not accept an offer of cannabis from a
good friend drop from 79.7% in grade six to 64.8% in grade twelve. On the other hand, only 0.2% of
grade six pupils are sure they would accept the offer if it were made; the corresponding percentage for
grade twelve is 7.3%. '

The amount of danger a student sees in a drug will presumably affect his decision whether or not to -
use it. Students’ peroeptions of the dapger to health of using cannabis are shown in Table 53. In grade

n
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six, 71.9% of students sec cannabis as>very dangerous to health. By grade 12, this figure has dropped
to 24.9%, while the number seeing cannabis as “not dangerous at all” increases from 1.87% in grade six
to 14.4% in grade twelve. “ ) '

Peer group influences are very important during the school years. The number of a student’s close
triends using cannabis may be used as 4 rough measure of the degree ol peer pressure to use cannabis.
Table 54 shows the number of cannabis users among 1 student’s five best friends. Slgnmuam grade
differences are again Observed. The number of students whose five best friends inctude no cannabis users

drops from 94.6% in grades six and séyerr to 73.1% in grade twelve, while the number claming that all '
of ir five best friends use cannabis increases from 1.2% in grade six to 4.19% in grade twelve. The "
ge trend in this table is one of greater exposure in higher grades. =

55 indicates that a large majority of students do not apticipate using cannabis in the near future.
While 82.5% of the grade six students are sure that they will not be using cannabis in one year's time.
only 73.7% of grade twelve pupils do not anticipate such use. Those students who see future use as
possibility or a\deﬁmtc probability increase from 1.8% 1o 12.6% of the sample from grades ix to twelve. v

So the gcneral pattern is for older students to be more exposed to cannabxs than are younger students
and fqr students to be much mor¢ willing in the senior grades to try cannabis if it were offered by a,
good friend. A small but increasing pcr(.\’\mage consider it probable that they will be using cannabis in
the future. :

N

Table 56 shows age at first use of cannabis. Those few students in the lower grades who report their
first use as having occurred at age *‘18 years or older” are either adults enrolled as full-time primary or
secondary students, or other students who -have answergd the question inaccurately.

In all grades. the majority first tried cannabis in the year of the survey or in the two years immediately |
preceding the survey. In Queensland, then. cannabis use has apparently increased’ rapidly from 1971 to
1974.  An increase in use between 1971 and 1973 was found by Beli, Champion and Row (Bureau of
Crime Statistics and Research, N.SW.. 1975). In their study of New South Wales students current
marijuana use increased from 6.1% 10 9%% in fourth form, and from 7.0% to 14.0% in sixth form

during thasi years. " - '
Here, as in all similar tables. the small number of reported users in each grade must be Kept rn mind
when interpreting the weighted . percentage results.” 2
Details on current use of cannabis are presented in Table 57 and once again an importan{ grade trend
emerges. A significant increase in the percentage of users over grade is Seen {or both males and females.
giving a total irfcrease from 1.4% in grade six to 11.5% in grdde twelve. Currenl use of cannabis is.
like sometime use, generally more widespread among males than females (x? = 10.87; df = 1.p  0.001).

For all the drugs, once the population considered in a table is restricted to users only. the grade
sample sizes are so low that meaningful use of chi-square to estimate grade differenes in response to items
is no longer possible (Siegel, 1956, p.178). Results ‘have been collapsed across grade in these tables and
conclusions are drawn about the particular user population on this basis for all drugs except for narcotics.
In the latter case, the total sample size is too small to allow useful population estimatés and so only the

raw sample totals have been presented. .

Those students who report that they currently use cannabis more than once a month have been -labelled
regular users, Figure 6 presents a grade-by-grade comparison of the. percentages of (a) students who have
ever used cannabis; (b) students who use it now; and (¢) students who are regular.users. An almost . )
exponential increase for “‘ever used” is evident and it can be seen that the number of continuing regular
users is a small proportion of the number of ‘students who have used the drug.

Tables S8 and 59 show that of those who claim to be currently using cannabis, over half do so only
once a month or less and a similar percentage smokes only one cannabis cigarette each time. The figures
given here for the usual number of cannabis cigarettes smoked each nmc corresbond closely to those
found by Rouse and Ewing (1973). There may be some exaggeration Rowever: some smokers night have
reported the number of cunnabis cigarcties passed around a small group, rather than the number smoked
onlv by the respondent himself. Just over 8% claim to smoke cannabis once a day or more.

Table 60 shows that over two-thirds of these stadents either use cannabis less often now than they
did six months ago. or their general pattern of use has not changed over the six months.
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A list of possible sources of cannabts was presented in the questionnaire and users were asked to
indicate their usual sources of supply. Table 61 shows the most common sources and 1t can be seen
that overall. friends play the most important role. Siblings. probably-older siblings, act as a minor
source. Dealers are not a significant source of cannabis for the school children.

In order to obtain some idea of the extent of parental knowledge of their children’s use ol cannabis
the self-proclaimed users were asked to indicate whether they believed their parents knew they used canni
bis. Table 62 shows that 84.0% believe their parenjs do not know that they use cannabis.  OFf -courée
parents’ knowledge or otherwise of a child’s drug use is no indication of their approval or disapproval

'
. .

'

Inhalants

Parallel questions were included in the questionnaire for nhalants. but few significant grade trends
occur here. : o . ;

Table' 63 shows the percentage df students in the total populatiqn claiming to have used inhalants at
some time. No significant chgnges over grade are indicated for either males or females but a sigmficant
sex difference does emerge (X 14.06; df = 1. p ~ 0.001) with signifilcantly more males than females
reporting inhalant use.

As a crude index of opportunity foy use of nhalants.
been offered inhalants.

students were asked whether they had cver

10% have been offered inhalants at any time.
Students’ willingness to use inhalants if they we

Table 64 shows that there are no significant grade differences and that less thun

re offered by a good friend shows a significant change

over grade as Table 65 indicates. The main increase occurs for the “yes 1 might” category: 7.0 ot grade
"six students report that they might be willing to use inhalants. compared with 10.9% of grade twelve
students. Comparing this table with the corresponding one for cannabis, it can~be seen that while upper
prithary students seem more willing to use inhalants this tendency is reversed for senior school children
This is probably an expected trend since inhalants are generally considered to be low prestige drugs and 1t
is likely that older students would prefer cannabis to inkalants if cannabis were available.

Table 66 gives details of the perceived danger to health of using inhalants.
in” this section that reveals significant grade trends. ln grade six, 63.2% of students see the usc ol
inhalants as very dangerous to health. By grade twelve. this figure drops to 38.7%.

[t is interesting to compare this table with the parallel onc for cannabis. 1t can be seen that. in
the lower grades, inhalants are seen as less dangerous than cannabis while in the senior grades inhalants
are seen as more dangerous. For inhalants, the emphasis shifts from “very dangerous” to” “fairly dangerouy’
with increasing grade. The swing for lannabis is more decisive with the emphasis being towards “onh
slightly dangerous™ for the older students. :

This perhaps again’ reflects the idea that inhalant use ts a phenomenon more closely associated with
primary school children than with high school students and that the younger pupil$’ may not be
sufficiently aware of the possible dangers of some of these products. regarding them simply as fun to
" use. Older students’ more exposed to publicity about cannabis and the use of cannabis, tend to se¢
cannabis as the less dangerous to health.

1t is the only other table

Possible peer group influence, as reflected by the number of a student's five best friends who use
inhalants. does not change significantly with grade, as scen-in Table 67. In all, 93.5% of students
report that none of their five best friends use inhalants. All five are users in 1.3% of cases and four
“of the five in only 0.6% of cases. N . :

Tabie 68 shows that there are no significant grade differences in anticipated use of inhalants. and
thpt "%4.4% of students do net anticipate using inhalants in a year's time. Only 0.9% are sure they will

. ' . . . . . . .
be using it. Comparing these reacti again with those for cannabis, it appears that sjightly more stu-
dents anticipate eannabjs usc thananticjpate, inhalant use. '

¢ , -
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Table 69 shows age ak\first use of inhalants. Across the grades, there is a generally higher proportion
of students indicating *10 years or less” than in the parallel table for cannabis use. However, a large
propagion indicate that they first used the drug within the two years prior to the survey. a finding .
stmilar to that for cannabis.

Details_of current use of inhalants are presented in Table 70. There are no significant grade Jifter-
ences in current ighalant use. ’Over 96% of students are not current users, and a disproportionate
number of these arc female (X~ = 7.64: df = 1. p < 0.01).

Figure 7 presents a grade-by-grade comparison of the percentage of (a) students who have cver used
inhalants: (b) students who use them now:and (c) students who are regular users. Regular users ol a drug are
those who report that they use the drug more than once a month. '

Tables 7] and 72 respectively indicate that over half of the current users of inhalants do so only once
a month or less and_that more than two-thirds believe that they use less than most other inhalant users
each time. Table 73\ indicates that 80.5% of users claim_that their present rate is either unchatiged or has
decreased from what it was six months ago. '

Cabinets at home and grocery or hardwarc shops are by far the most common sources of inhalants for
users, as Table 74 shows. Naturally the cheapness and common availability of these kinds of drugs makes
their use all the more attractive and all the harder tg curb. Some of those who claim to obtain inhalants
from their parents may be confusing the drug with medically prescribed substances for the relief of .
asthmatic or bronchial conditions. Alternatively, parents may provide the student with an inhalant such
as glue or paint thinners in the belief that it will be used in a more conventional way than the student
plans. - . v < -

As indicated in Table 75. over one-third of users report that their parents know that they use inhalants.

\

Stimulants . 2 \/ <

Table 76 shows the percentage of students in the sample who claim to have used stimulants. The number
increases significantly with grade from 4.1% in grade six to 10.5% in grade twelve.  Significant trends also.
occur when males and females are analysed separately. There is no significant difference between the
numeb®rs of males and females who have ever wused stimulants (X2 = 0.004; df = 1, p > 0.01).

Opportunity for use of stimulants varies over grade as Table 77 reveals. The percentage who have
been offered stimulants increases from 6.1% in grade six to 21.3% in grade twelve. Table 78 shows that
the number who would accept an offer of stimulants from a good friend drops significantly from 83.4%
in grade six to $4.6% in grade twelve. The largest increase over these grades occurs for the “yes |
might’" alternative, the range/feing from 4.0% at grade six to 17.6% at grade twelve. The fesponse
pattern for this item is very/similar to that for the parallel cannabis item. ~

" The perceived danger of stimulants'td health is shown in Table 79. The data indicate a significant
shift in emphasis over grade from ‘“‘very dangerous” ‘towards ‘“only slightly dangerous’”. The percentage
of students who see stimulants as very dangerous drops from 62.1% in grade six to 24.7% in grade twelve.

The only item dealing with exposure to stimulant use for which no grade differences are apparent
concerned the number of the students best friends who use stimulants. The results can be seen in
Table 80. Foi 91.3% gf the students, none of his five best friends take stimulants, while one of the five
is a user in only 3.1% of cases. All five are users in 1.6% of cases.

A significantly higher proportion of students in the higher grades than in lower classes consider it
possible that they may be taking stimulants in a year's time. as seen in Table 81. Decreasing numbers
firmly reject the idea: 82.3% .in grade six do not anticipate future use, while only 72.0% in grade twelve
are equally sure. A similar pattern was found for cannabis. However, the increase in numbers who
consider future use a possibility — from 2.6% in grade six to 7.6% in grade twelve — is not as great as for
cannabis where ‘the change was from 1.8% to 12.6%. Stimulants thus seem to be treated more cautiously
particularly in the higher grades, than is cannabis. (
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Table 82 shows age at first use of stimulants. Once more a different distribution 1s apparent.
Although again the majority of students used stimulants for the first time within the two years prior
to the survey. “the proportion of high school students using them first at age ten years or less 1s higher
here than for inhalants or cannabis. However the low sample sizes must be kept in mind when comparing
these percentages. - ’ ‘ .

Details on current use of sumulants. orally and by injection, are presented in Tables 83 and 84 ‘respect
wely. The percentage of current oral use by females increases with increasing grade. with a nse from*
1.3% n grade six to 6.9% in grade twelye. On the other hand. the percentage of oral use Qy uales - shows

" no significant change .with grade, the average incidence being 4.1%. However, the overali incidence ot
current oral use among males does not differ significantly from that among females (Y2 = 0.414; df = |
p - 001). . , . ' .

No grade “differences are apparent tor either sex with respect to incidence of stimulant use by injection.

On the average. 1.0 of males and 0.67 of females ase current users. This sex difference 15 not .
“significant (X = 213:df = i p > 0.01), ‘

Sonfie stimulant users take their drugs both orally and by injection and Table 85 shows the distribution
over grade of -users of stimulants in any form. As for oral use, no significant grade change is apparent

for males, though it is present for females. However. overall. there is no significant sex djfference n

stimulant usage (X~ = 039:df = |; p - 0.01). . ‘ .

Tables 86 and 87 show thai over half the current oral usgrs take suimulants once a month or less and
~almost half the needle users in the sample also indicate only occasional use. No gengralizations to the
total population can be made from the data in Table 87 since the sample size is so low. Table 88, jeveals
that over two-thirds of the current uscrs believe they use less than most other stimulant users each time.
aTable 89 shows that almost 90 of current users report that they either take stimulants less often now or
with ab3ut the same frequency as they did six months ago. e :

As was the case for cannabis. friends aré a major source of stimulants. Table 9Q also shows that 14.5%
usually obtain stimulants from their parcnts, and 14.0% Trom a chemist shdp with af doctor’s prescription.
[t seems clear that a significant percentage of the stimulant use reported here ig-of A licit medical or
semi-medical nature. 4 . o

The use of “No- Doz and similar products while studying for examinations and the use of slimming '
tables would be classified as semi-medical use.” It is also likely that a significant percentage of stimulant -
users whq report prescriptions as the source of stimulants, feign symptoms in order to obtain prescriptions
from do&ofs. Such use would of course be classified as illicit use.

+That a percentage of reported stimulant use is approved medical or semi-medical use is supported by the
results 1n Table 91 where it is seen that a majority of users considep that their parents know they use
stimulants, _ -

H‘.aﬂucinogens B

.

Table 92 shows the percentage of students who report that they haye used hallucinogens at some time.
Significant grade differences occur for percentages of both males and females: the incidence for males
increases from 0.4% to 7.6%..while that for-females ingcreases from 0.8% to 7.0%_ There is no significant
sex effect (X = 3.92 df = 1. p > 001, *

There are significant grade differences in the percentages of students who have been offered hallucinogens
As seen in Table 93, only 3.6% of grade six students have been offered halluginogens but "this rises to
15.1% in grade twelve. Table 94 indicates that 3.0% of students in grade six and 14.0% in grade twelve
would possibly accept an offer of hallucinogens from a good friend.

Hallucinogens are perceived by students as the most dangerous of any drug considered so far.
Hallucinogens are scen to be very dangerous by 75.3% in grade six. and by 55.8% in grade twelve:«the
grade trend towards less perceived danger in hallucinogens is significant. as Table 95 shows. The five
best friends of a large majority of students in each grade do not include any hallucinogen users. However
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Table 96 reveals that there 1s a significant decrease with grade in the percentage of students none of
whose five best friends use hallucinogens: from 97.4% in grade six ta 83.8% in grade twelve. Table 97
shows that the students’ anticipated future ‘use of hallucinogens changes significantly with grkde. It 1

seen as at least a possibility by an increasing n@fmber of students, the range being from If2% 4n grade six
to 7.7% in grade twelve. The idea of future hallucinogen use is firmly rejected by 87.4°Agn grade six and
81.6% in grade twelve. )

’

So while the trepd fer hallucinogens 1s for older students to be more exposed to halucinogens. to be
more willing to use them and to have more Opportunlty than younger students to do so. students -
grade twelve still see hallucinogens as fairly dangerous. Even those who do not reject outnght the 1dea
of future use generally see it as nothing. more than a possibility.

Like cannabis, the tendency for the age of fitst use of hallucinogens to be within the two yearseprior
to the survey can be scen clear]y in Table 98. The small number of users in each grade must again be
noted. and interpretation of the within grade percentages should be made with great caution.

A significant grade effect for current use of hallucinogens can be seen for females but not for ‘males
in Table 99. An average of 2.0% of males Lurrently use hallucinogens in some“form while the percentage
for females varies from. zero in grade six to 5.1% in grade twelve givim® an overall average of 1.0%. This

figure of 5.1% forrgrade twelve girls is markedly inflated when compared with those for the other grades.
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and may be sifbly a result. of the particular nature of the grade twelve sample"‘b‘f girls.  Overall, the .
sex difference is not significant (x> = 5.20; df =.1; p > 0.01). The current hallucinogen use figures for
the total sample range from 0.2% at grade six to 4.6% at grade twelve.

Table 100 shows that again. *over half the users of hallucinogens use them once.a month or less. As
McGlothlin (1975) points out in his review. tolerance to hallucinogens occurs very rapidly and_ these drugs
cannot be regularly used more than about once or twice a week without losing much of their impact.

The percentage of high frequency users reported in Table 100 thus seems rather inflated and is probably
due to exaggeration on the part of a minority- of survey respondents. ~Again the warning should

sounded that extreme drug use figures should be treated with caution. As seen in Table 103, hallu gens
found growing naturally, probably mainly in the form of the mushrooms Psilocybe Cubensis (“Gold Tops™)
and Copelandia Cyanescens (“Blue Meanies”), are a major source of supply. The general pattern seems to
be for-a user to eat several quantities of mushrooms dunng a ‘‘using” day and it may be that the
students indicating their current fregsfency of use to be “once a day or more” interpreted the question

in this way. - » '

The comparison of the percentages of students who. report: (a) that they have used hallucinogens at
some time; (b) that they currently use hallucinogens: and (¢) and that they regularly use hallucinogens
can be seen in Figure 8. Grades were combined because of the small number of hallucinogen users.
Again 1t is clear that only a small proportion of those who have ever tned hallucinogen’s- have continued
as regular users.

-Almost half the current users believe that the amount of hallucmogens they usually use is about lh(.
same as other hallucinogen users. while 42.5% believe that they use less than most other users. This can
be seen from Table 10F. ,

Table 102 indicates that just less than half the students currently using hallucinogens report that they
have decreased their frequency of use in the past six months while a further third report that they
have not changed their frequency of use in that time.

The usual sources of hallucinogens for the students are indicated in Table 103, with friends and
naturally growing plants being the most common. Comprehension difficulties could have occurred for the
younger students here. It may be that the definition of hallucinogens as including “magic mushrooms”
was not clear enough to enable the younger students to distinguish them from  the usual type.of mushrooms
commonly served in meals at home. This, comtined with the few selfreported users in these grades and
the fact that parents were indicated as the usual source of hallucinogens almost exclusively by primary
students. undoubtedly served to severely inflate the overall percentage for that particular alternative. It
is interesting to note that " the percentage of users reporting that their usual source of supply is a dealer
in drugs is higher for hallucinogens than for any other drug except narcotics.

As seen in Table 104, almost 80% of users consider their parents to be unaware of their use of
hallucinogens.

16




Narcotics

Grade differences on past use of nartotics are not significant for either thé),mtal population or for males
and females separately. Table 105 shows that 2.3% of males and 1.4% of females reptrt that they have
used marcotics at some time. Sex differences are not sigmficant (x> =407 df = 1 p 001y h
should be noted that these percentages might include some students who had been treated medically with
a narcotic such as morphine. '

As indicated by Tables 106 and 107. the percentage of—students who have been offered narcotics

.. - increases from |.8% in grade six to 10.1% in_ grade twetve. while less than 5% of all students would use
a narcouc if it were offered by a good friend. :

The narcotics category,,is the only one in the questionnaire for which the students’ perception of
danger to health does not decrease dignificantly with grade. In Table 108 1t can be seen that almost
. three-quarters of all students believe narcotics to be very dangerous while a further 21.4% believe them to
be fairly dangerous, '

Students include narcotics users among their five best friends in fewer cases than for any other drug
type. Table 109 shows that 95 0% of students do not believe any of their five best friends are narcotic
users. Similarly, Table ‘110 shows that the idea of possible personal use of narcotics in one year's time
is rejected outright by a higher percentage of students than for any other drug. )

.The general pattern then, regarding narcotics. is one of recognition of their danger to health and
rejection of the possibility of future use.

Very few students in any grade claim to have used narcotics and the percentages in the remaining
tables must be interpreted with due caution because of the small sample size. '

Table 111 presents age of first use of narcotics, and demonstrates a similar trend to that in paraliel
tables for other drugs: the ages of first use fall mainly in the two years prior to the survey.

Both current oral use of narcotics and use by injection were considered. Tables 112 and 113 contain
no significant grade differences and show that less than 1% aof students are current oral users of narcotics
and only 0.6% take narcotics by injection. ~ Significantly more males than females claim to take nareptics

“. by2 injection (X2~ = 837:df = 1. p - 001) but sex differences for oral users are not significant
" (x? = 438:df = 1. p > 001). Table 114 shows the grade and sex distribution of students who report
that 4hcy use narcotics in any form, either orally or by injection. No significant sex differences appear
(¥} = 596; df = 1. p > 0.01) and grade differences are also non-significant.
The fact that the numher of users within the sample was so small prevents any generaliz\anons being
made about the pattern of current narcotic use among the user population as a whole. Reference will
_thus just be made to the sample of narcotic users. 7

Tables 115 and 116 show that a larger proportion of the narcotics users indicated a high frequency ~
of use than did users of any of the other drugs. However, Table 117 indicates that a majority saw
themselves as using about the same as or less than most other narcotics users each time.

When asked to, compare their current frequency of use with that of six months ago, a higher proportion
of narcotics usefs indicated an increase in frequency than did users of any other.drug. This is shown n
Table 118. arcotics are of course highly addictive drugs.

Table 119 i s that friends are once again the most common source of supply of the drug.
According to this table, the dealer in drugs was a source of supply for a higher percentage of marcotics
users than for users of any other drug. In Table 120 it can be seen that over two-thirds of the student
users claimed that their parents did not know that they used narcotics. ' -

. B
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Depressants

Grade trends are significant for most of thg itcms relating to depressants, the last of the drug categores
considered. : ’ .

Table 121 shows that the percentage of students in the sample who report that they have used
depressants at some time increases with grade from 3.3% at grade six to 11.1% at grade twelve. The
' : ) 17
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sex difference 1s not significant (= 150 df = 1. p - 000 Table 122 shows that centact with.
depressants, as measured by the percentage of sludenls wh() have been offered drugs of his type,

increases sigmficantly with grade from 3.2% in grade six to 15.3% in grade twelve. The percentage

of students who consider 1t at least possible thai they. would use a dépressant if it were offered by a
good tnend nses from .07 at giade, six 10 11.7% at grade 1welve. as Table 123 indicates.  Use of ]
depressants is believed to be less dangerous by the older students: Table 124 shows that 65.9% of grade
six children belicve that depressants are véry dangerous to one's health, while only 28.3% of grade twelve students
believe therh to be so dangerous. As was found for all other drugs. most students feel that none of their five
best friends use depressants. Table |25 indicates that grade differences are not significant on this item. .1t 1
interesting to note the similarity of this overall percentage for all six drug types considgred. It may be an in-
dication thay, in general, a large majority of students do not come in contact with drug users of any kind with-
in their immediate circle of close friends.  Anticipated future use of depressants changes slightly though sign-
ificantly over the grades. It can be seen from Table 126 that the percentage of students who reject.the
possible tuture use of depressants outnght declines from 86,4% at grade six to 82.0% at grade twelve.

Table 127 shows the age of Tirst use of depressants. The pattern here is similar to that for stimulants
with the majority of students reporting age of first use in the two years prior to the survey, and a
significant proportion. particularly of high school students, reporting first use at age ten years or less.
The effect of the small within-grade sample sizes on the reliability of the grade percenmgcs must be Kept
in mind once more. . )

Detaills on current use of dcpressanls are presented on Tabie 128. Grade differences are not significant
for males but the increase i current use by females, from 0.4% in grade six to 42% in grade twclve 18
significant at the 0.01 leyel.  However, ‘overall Sex differences are not significant (x;, = 024, df =
p - 0.00. . .

Figure 9 shows the grade-by-grade comparson of the percentages of students who (a) have ever used
depressants. (b) currently use, depressants: and (c) regularly use depressants. L7
Tables 129 and 130 show that almost two-thirds of current users take depressants once a month or less

and nearly 10% take them on a daily basis. The usual dosage. for over 60% of users. is one pill each
time.

When comparing their present frequency of use with that of six months ago, Table 131 shows that
over 88% of current ‘depressant users either use the drugs less trequently now or have not changed their
pattern of use 1n that period. ' ~

Parents. a doctor’'s prescription and the mcdnunc cabinet at home are the most common sources of
supply of depressants according to Table 132, It 1s likely that a significant portion of the reported
depressant use is medical or semi-medical use. For example. students could possibly be given sleeping pills
or other minor tranquilisers by their parents or could take them themselves from the medicine cabinet on

‘occasions of anxiety or tension. Those students who report that they usually obtain depressants via

prescription would include those who fake symptoms in order to obtain supplies of depressants on
prescription. Consistent with the inference that a good part of the depressant use is semi-medical use is the
tact that. as seen n Table 133, 64.0% of users consider that their parents are aware that they use
depressants. . - - ‘

.
v

General illicit drug use

Table 134 indicates the percentages of students who.have used at least one of the drug types considered
in this study. Grade differences are significant for all sections of the table, with a higher percentage

of users in the u?per grades. In grade twelve, almost one-third of all students have taken some type of
drug at some time. Of course. this includes those who have Laken depressants or stimulants for medical
or semi-medical reasons.  The sex differences are significant (x> = 14.87; &f = 1. p < 0.00}) with use of
drugs being, in general. more widespread amongst males than females. although in grade twelve the
percentage of female users is about the same as that for males.

k3 .
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; Table 135 presents mformation on the percentages of students who currently use at least one type of

| drug.  Grade ditferences tor males do” not reach the decisive level of significance, but a significant

N increase over grade 1s found for females. to the extent that the percentage of @sers in grade twelve 1s
atmost equal for the sexes  The sex difference 1 significant (x> = 98U Jdf = 1 p - 0.01) with a larger
propottion ol nules currently using 4t least one drug  The overall jncrease in the percentage of current
drug users v from 6.6% n grade six to 19.4% m grade twelve 1t must be remembered agan that o
proportion of these students would be currently using drugs 1in a medical or semi-medical fashion.

“To get high™ and “"to help me relax™ are” the most common reasons given by users in this study to
thewr current drug use. Table 136 sets out the alternatives tre order 1 which they were given m the
questionnaire  Wanting to teel part of the group s.abso a Hopular reason. The order of prionty of reasons
tor drug use does not differ significantly with grade . )

Table 137 shows that significant gradé differences occur the reasons given by non-userg for not taking
drugs. Fear of harm to heatth. and beme able to enjoy life without drugs are reasons given by over 75% of
primary school students. The latter reason remains the first chotce of at least half the non-users n all ‘gher

i grades. but as might be expected from the fact that the perceved danger of drugs is lower in the upper
grades, the fear of harm to health 1s of less importance for the older, children. This awareness of dange?
was also found to be a major reason for non-use of drugs 1n a study by Smart, Fejer and White (1971). In
grades eleven and twelve. fear ol dependence on drugs and moral considerations are the main reasons given
by over 20% of students for their non-use of drugs.

Reported teasons for giving up drugs are sinlar for ex-users i all grades and they are hsted in Table 138.
Finding*that hite can be enjoyable withaut drugs 15 the most common reason given. It appears that the
presented Dhst of reasons did not cover g wide enough range of alternatives since 24.6% of the ex-users

- responded witly ““some other rewson”. A small percentage of students repart that they have expernenced

harm to theif health through usimg drigs and unavailability of supplies caused a further 9.9% of students

o gve up u& drugs. -
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PATTERNS OF USE L

Table 139 and Figure 10 present the percentages in each grade who have used any of the six types of
drugs considered, and Table 140 and Figure 11 present the percentages who use the drugs now.

The high rate of increase in use of cannabis 1s apparent. rogethcr with steadier increases for stimulants,
depressants and hallucinogens. Inhalant and narcotic use 1s seen not to vary significantly with grade
either in sometime use oOr in current use. ! -

1t 15 also obvious from thc tables and figures that although cannabls is by far the most commonly tried
drug n grade twelve. it dees not hold this position for all grades. " is only after grade nine that
cannabis is more popular than halants.  Of thé” drugs cohsidered. inhalants seem to be,uniquely popular
.among the' upper pnimary school children: more ot thgse students have been offered inhalants than any
other drug, more would be willtng to ase 1t offered. more see future use of inhalants to be possible.
more see inhalants to be less dangerous than other drugs. and moie have used or are using inhalants.

A summary of past and present use of alcohol is given in Tables 3 and 14} and in Figure 1. For
both past and present use. consumption of alcohol far exceeds use of the illicit drugs. This trend also
applies when males and females are comsidered separately.

. Table 142 gives a comparison of past or present drug use in Canberra (Irwin, 1974), in New South
wales (Bell. Rowe. & Caldwell. 1974) and. from the present study. in Queensland. Before any comments
can be made a few points about the data must be noted. Furstly, the surveys were not done in the
same year and many social conditions can change m a period of three years. The “ever used” figure for
marijuana m New South Wales ncreased from 11 5% in 1971 to about 20% in 1973 (R. Champion.
personal communication. May 21. 1975)  The nciease for hallucinogens was not as great - from 5.1%
to 6.0%. Secondly, the estimated average ages of students in the various grades do not correspond
exactly. Students in Form S of the Canberra study. m their second last year at secondary school. are
actually closer in age to Queensland’s final year students (twelfth graders) than are the sixth form {final
year) New South Wales students. The gencral pattern of increasing drug use with increasing grade

found n the present study must thus be considered here. .

Overall, the Queensland figures differ very little from those in the Canberra study except in the case

~of alcohol and hallucinogens where the figures in the piesent study are noticeably higher. The difference

for hallucinogens could be due to the greater availability of naturally occurring hallucinogens in Queensland
m’ the form of psilocyhe mushrooms.  The difference in alcohol use may parly be due to the wurdmg
of the relevant items in the respective qucstronnarre The item used in the Canberra study was."How
would you describe your use of alcohol?™ with response categories of “use now”, “used to use’". and
“never used”. The corresponding item in the present study was “Have you ever had an alcoholic dnnk
other rhan on religious occasions”?” with responses of “yes. only once to taste”, “yes, more than once’.
and * . Responses for the first two categories ‘in- each study were combined for the purposes of
Table 147 but clearty many (.mhcrm students who had had alcohol only once to taste may not have
marked even their “used to use’ category. Thus the Queensland figure here would be comparatively
inflated. I ““tasters only™ are not included in the tr;,urc for Quccnsland the percentage drops to 86.8%.
much closer to the Canberra figure.

The New South Wales figures (Bell ¢1 al.. 1974) do not comp’are as rcadily with either of the other
studies. cspecially in the case ol depressants and stunulants.  The most likely explanation for the far
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higher reported—incidence of stimulant and depressant use in New South Wales lies in the fact that in
that study use of all drugs was specifically defined to, include those obtained on prescription from a
.doctor. This Wwould hav€ had a powerful inflationary effect on the incidence figures for stimulants and
depressants. It is worth noting here that these figures indicate a widespread use of drugs among students
in socially acceptable ways. In the Canberra and Queensland studies, no direct mention of medical use
was made and the majority of studen’ts would have treated the survey items as dealing with illicit use
only. ’

The research findings on sex differences in the use of specific drugs are not consistent. Smart and
Fejer (1972) report that significantly more males than females use all drugs except tranquilizers, .
barbiturates, inhalants and stimulants. No significant sex differences appeared with the last three drugs.
while more females than males used tranquilizers. Lavenhar and Sheffett (1973), however, found that
use of drugs for other than medically approved reasons was not associated with the* sex of respondents.
Hager, Vener and Stewart (l;%el) found significant sex differences for each drug considered — marijuana,
hallucinogens, amphetamines and hard drugs. The present study found sex differences only for past and
current use of cannabis and inhalants, and for current use of narcotics by injection. In each case, there
are more male than female users. As Tables 134 and 135 indicate, significantly more males than females
also indicate use of at least one drug, either currently or at some time in the past. The present study
clearly adds to the confusion about sex patterns in drug use: it is evident that differences between the
sexes in the pattern-of drug use are largely determined by local conditions. The position is clearer for
alcohol. The present study supports the general finding that alcohol use is more widespread among males
than among females (Davies & Stacey, 1972; Harrison et al., 1970; Smart, 1970).

Table 143 shows the most popular combinations of drugs currently used by the sample. Only drug
combinations that are used by ten or more students in one of the grade groups are included in the table.
The percentage using only alcohol almost doubles from the primary to the upper high school grades, while
the percentage who durrently use neither alcohol nor drugs decreases from 57.7% in the primary school
to 18.1% in the senior high scho®  While alcohol and inhalants is the most popular combination for
the younger students, it is supplanted by alcohol and cannabis among older students.

Current frequency of alcohol consumption and of single or multiple drug use is shown in Table 144.
Drug users are classified as regular users if they currently use at least one of the six types of drug more
than once a month. Current alcohol users are similarly classified as regular or occasional drinkers.

Except in grade six, students who use only one drug are occasional rather than regular users. The
abeirant grade six result is probably due to exaggeration by the self-proclaimed users. - For all grades,
multiple drug users are more often regular users. Breadth of drug experience thus means a greater depth
of involvement with at least one drug. Almost two-thirds of grade six students use neither alcohol nor
drugs. This percentage drops to 14.8% by grade twelve. Most of the increase in use over grade occurs
for use of alcohol only: from 27.6% at grade six to 65.5% at grade twelve. The sharper increase
however occurs for regular rather than occasional use of alcohol only.

Opportunity for use, of drugs, as measured by the percentage of students who have been offered the
drugs, increases over grade for all drugs except inhalants, reaching a peak of 25.7% for cannabis in grade
twelve. However this is less than half the percentage of students in grade six who had been offered e
alcohol. Having been offered a drug may indicate, to some extent, the strength of peer group pressure
towards its use.

The maximum willingness to use drugs is reached in grade twelve where only 64.8% report that they
would reject the offer of cannabis, and 64.6% similarly report that they would reject stimulants. Students
differentiate among drugs more with age: willingness to use narcotics if offered does not change signifi-
cantly with grade, but willingness to use cannabis and stimulants increases sharply with grade. Willingness
to use other drugs also increases but less sha’xply. It is interesting to note that at the primary school
level, differentiation of “hard” from “soft” drugs is greater when students are asked whether they would
be willing to use the drugs than when they are asked to rate the drugs in terms of danger to one’s health.
As might be expected, willingness to use alcohol is far greater than that for amy other drug at any grade.

Willingness to use a drug and the perceived danger of the drug are closely related variables and in this
study they show highly similar trends over grade. Figure 12 demonstrates these grade changes in perceived
danger of various drugs. The younger students seem to be aware of little difference in danger between
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the different drug types and to see them all as very dangerous. Older students tend to estimate the
danger a little more realisitcally. In the higher grades, the substances seem to fall into four groups.
The first consists of narcotics and hallucinogens which are scen as very dangerous by most students in
all grades. trthalants, stimulants and depressants form another group. Older students see them as less
dangerous than do younger studenys though most sull treat them with caution. Cannabis stands out
among the drugs, showing the most dectsive drop over grade in perceived danger. From being rated the
most dangerous of all drugs by seventh grade students, it is seen as the least dangerous by those in
grades eleven and twelve. This finding that cannabis is perceived to be less dangerous than other illicit.
drugs 15 common to many studies\ (Yancy, Nader, & Bumham. 1972; McGlothlin, 1975; Fagerberg, Young,
Sanders, McGoskill, Leardon, & Beach, 1973). Alcohol herg is clearly in a class of its own: it 1s
thought to be decreasingly dangerous by more and more stgdcnts in each grade, and at each grade
alcohol is perceived to be substantially less dangerous than the other drugs:

. The students were asked whether they would be using the drugs in one year's time. The percentage of
students who did not reject this possibility increased significantly with grade for alcohol and for all

drugs except inhalants and narcotics. The greatest increase in anticipated use occurred for alcohol, but
among Yhe drugs, the greatest increase occurred for stimulants anhd cannabis, and the least,.apart from
inhalants and narcotics, occurred for hallucinogens., In general, a higher percentage ‘of students within each
grade believe it possible that they will be.using a drug in one year's time than have ever used it. This

is true for alcohol only if. “ever used” is taken to mean “ever used more. than once to taste’”. At any
grade, use of alcohol is anticipated by many more students than is use of any of the drugs.

Bell et al. (1974) asked a similar question in their study of New South Wales subjects. When the per-
centages of New South Wales students who do not anticipate future drug use are compared with those
presented here, two trends emerge: more Queensiand grade twelve students anticipate hallucinogen use than
do New South Wales sixth form students; and fewer Queensland students anticipate use of ‘any of the
other drugs. These trends may partly be explained by the fact that the New South Wales study specifically
included prescribed medical use of drugs, and partly by the fact Yhat the present study referred specifically
to use in one year's time while the New South Wales study referred to the indefinite future. The aberrant
result for hallucinogens may reflect the greater emphasis in the present. study on naturally occurring halluc-
inogens such as psilocybe mushrooms and datura. ’ LT

For all drugs except hallucinogens and cannabis there is no significant change over gradcl“ in the number
of the student’s five best friends who use the drug. For cannabis and hallucinogens, the number of friends
who are users increases with grade. However, far all drugs, a large majority of students in all grades do
not number any drug users in their circle of five best friends. The number of close friends who use a
drug may be scen as a crude measure of the extent of 'a student’s contact with the drug, and of the
degrec of peer group pressure to use the. drug. [t is reasonable then that the percentage of students
saying that none of their five best friends use alcohol if far lower than for any of the illicit drugs. This
again reflects the widespread acceptance of alcohol by ypung people. ‘

For all drugs, a high p rtion of users report that they first used the drug within the two years
immediately prior 16 the su . There is some tendency for-age of first use of inhalants, stimulants and
depressants to be lower than that for the other drugs. This is probably due to the ease of access to,
these drugs through legitimate channels, and to the higher use of stimulants and depressants in a_semi- -
medical fashion under the supervision or with the approval of adults. ’ ’

There seems to be little reliable variation among drugs in the reported frequency of use. For all
drugs, at least half of the users take the drug once a month or less. Similarly, most users report that
they take only a small or moderate amount of the drug each time. For a significant proportion of users
then, their involvement with drugs is quite minimal. The use of alcohol is more than minimal however:
drinkers take alcohol more frequently than drug users typically take drugs. While a significant proportion
of drug use appears experimental, this is not so for alcohol. Drinking for the students is an established
pattern of behaviour particularly in the senior high school years.

The findings of this study thus tend to confirm McGlothlin’s (1975) point that the predominant pattern
of drug use is one of infrequent usage of small quantities which, he says, reflects the fact that most )
individuals are participating in a fad or style rather than being primarily attracted by the pharmacological
properties of the drug. Lavenhar and Sheffett (1973) ascribed the recent general inctease in the use of
drugs mainly to increased experimentation by young people, and did not see a proportionate
22
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increase in regular or frequent use of a wide variety of drugs. The auw)rs indicated that marijuana
may be the exception to this rule. .

Usually. when comparing their present frequency of use with that six months ago, 80% or more claim
10 be using the drug' less often now or that their frequency of use has not changed. For all drugs
excepl narcotics a lower percentage ‘of users say they are using less frequently now than say they arc
using more often. In all, 43.3% of narcotics users say that their use rate has increased: in that time.
Narcotics are of course highly addictive drugs. It is interesting to note however that cannabis at
28.2% 1s the drug with the next highest percentage of users. who report that they are using it ‘more
frequently now. . ’
The poicentage of drinkers who repor that their drinking frequency is unchanged from six months ago .
- 1s greater than the corresponding figure tOY any of the six types ot drugs. It is possible that a student’s
freguency of use of alcohol ‘ts" more stable pver short per?‘ods of time than is his frequency of use of any .
of the drugs. . This is_consistent with the interpretation that a significant percentage of drug users arc
- experamental users and belong only temporarily to the population of drug users. Narcotic and cannabis’
users are apparently morgriikely than are other drug users to become miore commjtted with time to
their drug. " . '

Friends are the most témmon source of cannabis, stimulants and hallucinogens. Alcohol is usually
obtained from parents, although some drinkers obtain the drink from their friends. The main sources
of inhalants are kitchen cupboards or shops. - Depressants and stimulants are obtained on a doctor’s
prescription or from parents by a notable proportion of users. Of cpurse‘ it is accepted that some uscrs
of these latter drugs visit several doctors and readily feign symptoms in order to obtain prescrnptions
However some stimulant and depressant use would be for licit medical or semi-medical purposes.

Semi-medical use of stimulants and depressants could account for their being the only drugs tor which
over half the users claim that their parents are aware they use it. These proportions )gre mu¢h lower tor -
s the other drugs. dropping to about one in six for cannabis. & .

v -
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KNOWLEDGE AND ATTITUDES -

-

» Alcohol knowlédge

The twenty alcohol knowledge items were submitted to item analysis. The alpha coefficient of i}ltemal
coasistency {Cronbach, 1951) is 0.57. Each item was scored as zero if the answer was incorrect or
missing, and as one if correct. Only those items whose corielation with the sum of twenty items was
equal to 0.3 or greater were accepted us items on the alcohol knowledge scale. In all, fifteen alcohol
_knowledge items fulfilled this criterion and were thus selected. \

A two-way analysis of variance was computed on the alcohol knowledge scale. Table 145 shows that
. there are significant grade and sex effects. Examination of Table 146 reveals that as might be expected
from previous research (Nelson, 1968). males score higher than females on alcohol knowledge. It seems
. likely that the boys' greater interest in and experience of alcoholZ;would account for this difference,
which, although significant, is slight. Table 146 also shows that atcohol knowledge increases substantially
with grade, from 8.3 at grade six to 12.1 at gradc twelve. The grade six average score is only very
. slightly above what might be expected if the students responded randomly to the items.

Table 147 gives. for each algcohol knowledge item, the “percentage in each grade who gave a correct
answer. The X° refers to a X° apalysis of grade by response. The degrees of freedom for this analysis
is thus six. Table 147 also shows the corrclation of each item with the sum of all twenty items.

Some intercsting points about individual items may be noted. Nearly 60% of students in grade six
consider alcoholism and drunkenncss to be the same. This figure drops dramatically to 6.3% at grade
twelve. A popular misconception among the younger students which is still relatively common at the
older age level is that hangovers always occur after drinking alcohol.

Only two items selected for the alcohol knowledge scale show no grade differences for correct
resporsses.  Over all grades. almost half of the students are unaware that alcohol does not have the
same effect on a big person as on a small person. Across grade. a consistent majority of students
(70.2%) know that an eight ounce glass of beer will have about the same effect as-a one ounce shot
of rum. '

‘

Drug ifnowledge

The tweénty drug knowledge items were submitted to an item analysis in the same way as were the
alcohol knowledge items. . The alpha coefficient of internal consistency is 0.55. In this case, sixteen

items correlated_ 0.3 or greater with the sum of all drug knowledge items. These sixteen items were
thus. selected to form the drug knowledge scale. :
Table 148 shows that a two-way analysis of variance on the drug knowledge scale produced a
™ significant grade effect, but no significant sex difference on the ‘drug knowledge scale. * Table 149 indi-
cates that the average drug knowledge score increases substantially with' grade, from 8.8 items correct
at grade six to 13.0 correct at grade twelve. Since the maximum possible score is sixteen, it is clear
that the average score of the younger students may be accounted for simply by assuming that the
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vounger students responded randornly to the drug knowledge items. ’ '

Details on individual drug knowledge ttems are set out in Table 150. The table showg the percentage
who correctly answered cach ttem in cach grafe. and the correlation of that item with the sum of all
iwenty drug knowledge 1gms.  As for the alcohol knowledge scale. the x> values’ refer to chi-square
analyses of grade by tem response tor cach atem. A notable feature of Table 150 1s the increase ovel
grade 1 the percentage of students aware that nol all drug users become dependent on drugs. That nearly
SO of grade six students sce all drug use as leading to dependence is consistent with their high and un-
ditferentiated rating of the danger to health o use .of the six drug types used in this study. A large
and 1ncreasing majority of students n cach grade are aware of the danger of drinking alcohol atter taking
barbiturates.© Only 3.87 in grade twelve consider this practice to be safe. g s

A s;gmﬁbunl grade trend oceurs for all exzept one of the ttems included in the drug knowledge scale’
overall, approximately two-thirds of students are aware that depressants such as the barbiturates are used
by doctors to help people sleep.  In every case cxcept one. the significant grade trend for individud)
items 1s towards greater knowledge with grade.  The exception s the item ** ‘Snow' is heroin™. for which
significyggdy more younger than older students gave the required “false”™ response. It is possible that the
slang was not recognized by the younger students and that they interpretated the word “snow”’
quite litcrally ~ This 1tem also has the lowest iteQ totad correlation of all drug knowledge items. and 1t
would be best to assume that the item does not in fact measure drug knowledge.

Although drug or alcohol knowledge 1> essential in making reasoned decisions on personal drug use. the
unportance of increasing the students’ knowledge about alcohol and drugs in order to change their
behaviour should not be over-emphasized.  Stacey and Davies (1973) for example. evidencing studies by
Fvans. Rozelle. Lasater. Dembroski and Allen (1970) and Kothandapani (1971). make the point that
efforts to increase dryg or alcohol knowledge among students. or to' influence then attitudes, wili not
automatically or typically effect changes 1n overt behaviour.

’
Alcohol attitudes )

The 34 alcohol atutude, items were submitted 1o a principal components analysis and the four factors

with cigenvalues greater than one were rotated using the varimax criterion. - This statistical technique

aroups the attitude items 1nto sets that measure the same thing. 1t thus creates a small number ot more
gencral attitudes (in this case towards dnnk) which are euasier to understand and interpret.  Only those
ems whose correlation with a factor 1s greater than 0.4 are used to describe the factor in this report

The number in brackets after cach item refers to its position in Table 151. Table 151 gives the
ndwidual alcohol attitude items and the pereentage in each grade that agree with the item.  The %~

values refer to analyses on individual 1tems of grade by attitude. Attitudes were measured by a five L)
pomt scale (strongly agree to strongly disagtee). und, thus the degrees of freedom is equal to 24 for each
analysis. ‘ ‘

[he first factor seems to measure the degree of approval of intrequent or controlled drinking and n»
thus labelled approval of moderate drinking. The items that load oft this ‘factor. and their correlation with
the tactor. are”’ N

There 1s nothing wrong with huvmgu\nﬁ"rﬂk or two on social

occastons such as parties or picnies (12) _ 0.69

There is no harm i having a glass or two ot beer after a

Rard day's work (13} . 067

A dnnk pnce in a while does no harm (14). w 0.63°

There is nothing wrong with dnnking. it vou know when Y
w stop (15)¢ . ' 0.61

It 1s alnght to have a glass or 1wo of wine with meals (16). 0.58

There 1s nothing wrong with drinking (17). & 0.54

Alcohol 1s bad only when people nususe it (18). 0.54

Most people can drink sensthly (19 "0.50 Va
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The higher the iteny factor correlation the more central that item 15 to the definition of the tactor.
In this case. the factor accounts for 10.9% of the vanance of the alcohol attitude items. There s
enerally a high and sncreasing level of agreement with these ttems over grade, indicdting a widespread
tolerance towards the moderate use of alcohol

The second factor 1s labelled beneficial effects of drinking. since the itgms that foad on it are’

Drinking makes you feel good (22) 0.67
Drinking helps you have tun {13) 0.63
Alcohol makes a party go better (24) ‘ 062
Drinking can make sad people feel happy (23). ° 0.61
You get on better with people after a drink or two (.1o). 0.60
Drinking makes you more self-confident (27). 0.58
People who do not drink miss something enjoyable

n life (7). : . 0.52
You feel left out of things at parties if you don’t drink (8). 041

This factor accounts for 10.5% of the variance of the alcohol attitude items. Quite marked increases
occur over grade in the percentage of students agreeing with these items. This seems to indicate a grow-
ing acceptance with age of alcohol as a pleasant and useful beveggge. The importance of the peer group
for the students 1s cmphasized by the increasing proportion of ‘students who feel that drinking helps‘ them
to teel good and have fun, and not to feel left out of things.

The items that load on the third factor, labelled disapproval of non-drinkers. are:

. People who refuse a diink urc\ntrsoual (. 0.64 .
Women who drink are more sopiusticated than women
who do not drink (2). , 0.62
You cannot trust people who will not drink with vou (3). ° 0.59
, Men who do not drnk are not real men (4). 0.56
To be able to drink a lot 1s a sign of being grown up (5). 0.53
People who don't drink at parties are wet blankets (0). 0.53 s

Tlm&}m accounts for 9.1% of the 1otal vaniance of the alcohol attitude items and clearly also
measures approval of drinkers. The peicentages of siudents who -agree with these items are generally
low and typically decrease with grade. [Increasing tolerance with age towards non-drinkers thus seems.
10 be indicated. ' I

The 1tems that correlate highly with the tourth factor causiig 1t to be labelled antipathy to heavy\

drinkers. are : . »
People who drink a lot should be fited from their )
jobs (29). 0.64
There 1s nothing worse than a persory who drinks a fot (30). 0.6!
Alcoholics should not be allowed to bring up children (31). 0.59
I would not like to be the friend of a person who drinks ’
a lot {32). 0.54
Alcoholics should be put n jail (33). 0.52 .
People who drink a lot should not be allowed to dnve . e —
cars (1) ' 049
Teenagers who drink have had a poor bringing up
at home (34). 0.47
Public drinking is disgusting (21). . 042
The world would be a better place without alcohol (28). 0.40

This factor accounts for 8.8% of the varance of the alcohol attitude items. Those students who
score highly on this factor have an extremely intolerant attitude to excessive drinkers and alcoholics.
It should be noted here that. as item | in Table 147 indicates. nearly 60% of grade six students see no
difference between drunkenness and alcoholism. This lack of differentiation is also reflected in the
grade s1x responses to ttems 29 and 33 i Table 157, similar percentages of students react negatively
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towards alcoholics and towards people who drink a lot. The extrenie view that alcoholics- should
not be allowed to bring up children is supported by 43.9% of sixth graders and by a surprisingly
high 45.6% of grade cleven students. There is very little change over grade in response to this item.

On each factor scores have been arbitrarily standardized so that zero represents an "I don’t know™
response. Thus a negative score indicates disagreement with the attitude represented by the factor. and
the more positive the score, the greater the extent of agreement with the factor. The standard deviation
of the scores on each. factor was set to ten. -

The effect of grade and sex on the four alcohol attitude factors was examined using two-way analysis
of variance. \ Table 152 indicates that males and females do not differ on their attitude to moderate
drinking. Thbere”are significant differences over grades however. Examination of Tabie 153 reveals that
in tact very few students do not approve of moderate drinking. "An attitude of disapproval is found only
in grade six.
When a similar analysis is done on the beneficial effects of drinking, factor, there are both grade and
sex differences as Table 154 indicates. Table 155 shaws that generally, few beneficial effects are seen by .

students in grades six to cight. In higher grades 1t is apparent that students, particularly bqys. see ®.
benefits in drinking. -

Table 156 reveals that the analysis of the disapproval of non-drinkers factor is more complex. Not
only are there significant sex and grade effects on this factor but sex and grade interact significantly.
‘Figure 13 shows the relationship given in Table 157. It should be noted here that the more negative
the score, the greater the acceptance of non-drinkers. Thus it is clear that only in grade six is disapproval
very pronounced and with increasing grade, this disapproval virtually disappeags. The female students con-
sistently show less disapproval of non-drinkers than do males and this difference increases with grade:
the gap 15 only minor at grade six but large by grade twelve. Thus, the older students are more likely
than are the younger to approve of those who do not conform to the adult norm of drinking, while the
girls are consistently and increasingly more approving of such deviance.

Only grade influences antipathy to heavy drinkers as Table 158 shows. Table 159 ‘wificates that anti-
pathy to heavy drinkers tends to disappear above grade cight. The fact that the younger students are
more intolerant both of non-drinkers and excessive drinkers than are‘the older students seems to -Suggest

that the younger students are. on a wide variety of attitudes. more likely to adopt a rigid. black—white
posture

Drug attitudes

The 34 drug attitude items were submitted to a principal components amalysis. Six factors were derived
with eigenvalues greater than one. These six factors were then rotated using the varimax criterion. . Only
five factors were interpretable and only. these were used for further analysis. The number in brackets
after each item refers to its position in Table 160 which gives the percentage of students in each grade
who agree with zach drug attitude item. The X° values in this table refer to analyses done on individual
ems of grade by agreement with the item. Since agreement is measured” on a five point scale (strongly
agree to strongly disagree) the degrees of freedom for each analysis ig/24. !

The first factor is labelled antipathy to drug users since items giving correlations greater than 0.4 with

the factor are: o
. Drug addicts should be put in jail (. %67 . .
You cannot trust people who take drugs (2). 0.67 )

People who take drugs are mentally sick (3). 0.63

Pcople who take drugs should be fired from their jobs (4). 0.61 "
Only fools get ‘hooked™ on drugs (5). 0.56

Once a person has become addicted to drugs. there is

little that can be done for him (6)., . 0.52

You have a greater chance of taking drugs if you mix

with ‘bad” people (7). ] / 0.50
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Mof heavy drug users don’t have any real friends (8). 049
Drug addicts should not be allowed to bring up  * .
children (9). - ' 048
The use of marjuana (‘por. “grass’) leads to mental
lhess (10). - : 0.4}

This factor actounts for 10.7% of the vanance of the drug attitude items.. Percentages agreeing with
the above items are generally fairly high but decrease over grade. In grade six. nearly two-thirds of the
students believe drug addicts should not be allowed to bring up children. 1in grade twelve. 42.1% ugree
with this A large proportion of students. averaging 56.9% over all grades. consider that only fools

get hooked™ on drugs. _ N '
The items that load on the second drug factor, labelled beneficial effects of drug taking. are.
Many drugs are enjoyable to take (11). - 0.64
Pep pills are great for kicks (12). 0.63
Pep pills can be a real help in getting you over a cnsis (13). 0.60
+. Some drugs help you understand yourself (14). ' 0.57
] Drugs are good because they make you self-confident (15). 0.50 \ '}
Drugs are alright if only taken once in a while (16). 0.43
Drugs are an aid to creative people (17). 042

This factor accounts for 9.2% of the total vanance of drug attitude items. None of the items that
load significantly on this factor elicit agreement from more than one in five of the students.

The items that load on the third factor, labelled approval of experimental drug taking. are:

There 1s nothing wrong with trying a,drug once (23). 0.65
. People have a rnight to experiment with drugs if they wish
16 do so (32). . % 0.62
You need to try a drug to know what it is all about (20). 045 ,
Drugs are all night as long as you don’t allow them to get ‘
a hold on you (21). ° . 044

This factor accounts for 7.5% of the variance of the drug attitude items. About one in threc of
the older students thynk that there 1s nothing wrong with trying a drug once, and that one has to try
a drug to know what 1t is all about. The percentage who believe that people have a right to expernment
with Jrugs if they wish to do so increases from 35.9% in grade six to almost 60% in grade twelve.

The tourth drug attitude factor is labelled no danger in drug taking. having the following significant
-omponent items '

It would be fine to take drugs 1t 1t were not

for the police (24). ¥ 0.5C
I would be interested in smqking marijuana if I were
sure | wouldn’t get caught (18). * 0.45
Any new experiences from drugs are not worth the msk (25).  -0.57
It would worry me if my frighds were takingidrugs (26). -0.60

- You should use drugs oNly/When your doctorisays to
use them (27). -0.66

This tactor accounts for 6.6% of the variance of e drug attitude items. The factor gs~bipolar: those

items that express lack of belief in the danger of drugs corrdlate positively with the factdr. while those
that express a definite’ belief in the danger correlate fiegatively. . Senior students generally &xpress more
hiberal attitudes towards drug use. though there 1s still a large proportign who believe it is best to limit
use to that which is medically prescribed. Nearly one in four grade t¥elve students report that if the
tear of reprisals were removed. they would be interested in experimentifle with marijuana.

The items that load on the fifth. and final drug attitude factor. disg

.
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People who refuse o take drugs dre real phonies (28). 0.63
You cannat trust pe who do not take drugs (29). 0.56
, There is a lot to admire in people who take drugs (30). 0.55
4 People who don’t take drugs are tod scared to take them (31). 0,52
You feel left out of things if you don’t take drugs (22). 0.51

This factor accounts for 6.3% of the variance of the drug attitude items. An inspection of the items
that load heavily on the factor reveals that the factor also measures approval of drug users. For most of
the items, the percentage of students who agree is low and decreases with increasing grade, indicating
again an indrease in tolerance with age. - '

Two-way analyses of variance were undertaken on the five drug attitude factors. Table 161 indicates
that both grade and sex significantly influence antipathy to drug users. The.factor score means reported
in Table 162 show that antipathy to drug ‘users declines with grade and by grade twelve, very little of
this extreme attitude persists. Girls are, less antipathetic towards drug users than are boys. Girls and older
lstudents are thus more tolerant of drug users than are others. Tables 163 and 164 show that there are
" no significant grade differences in perception of the benefits of drug taking. Femalé students-are however
significantly less convinced than are the boys that drug taking has beneficial effects. In fact while. generally
speaking, boys in grades ten and above can’see some beneficial effects, girls in all grades tend to see no
beneficial effects in drug taking ‘ 4) )

Approval of experimental drug. taking differs significantly. with grade, as Table 165 shows. However. an
inspection of Table 166 reveals that there is no simple interpretation of the grade difference, no clear
grade trend emerges. . The difference between grades six and seven exemplifies this. Gradeﬁx students show
the greatest approval of experimental drug taking, while those in grade seven show the least. This lack of
a clear grade trend is possibly due to the relative unreliability of the factor scores since this factor has
fewer attitude items loading significantly on it than any other factor. There is both a significant grade
effect and a significant sex effect on the no danger in drug taking factor, as Table 167 réveals. Table 168
indicates that the younger children sce greatest danger in drug taking, and that while boy§ tend to see
significant danger in drug’ taking until grade eight, the girls remain convinced of the. significant danger until
grade ten.

s

Table 169 arid 170 indicate that the older children show less disapproval of non-drug-users than do the
vounger and that boys generally show less tolergnce than do girls. Table 170 also shows that except for
students in grade”six. the school children approve of non-drug users. = T
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CONCLUSIONS R

The percentage of students who have at least tasted alcohol increases from 68.9% at grade six to 96.0%
at grade twelve. In addition to greater use of alcohol, older students have hag more opportunities to
take alcohol than have the younger students, more of their friends drink and they express a greater
willingness to accept a drink if offered. While one-third of grade six pupils believe alcohol to be very
dangerous to their health, only 2.7% of grade twelve students believe this to be so.

Table 141 presents a summary of current use of beer, spirits, wine and liqueurs. The rates of increase
with grade of current use of beer, wine and liqueurs are essentially the. same, and less than that for
spirits. . ,
Frequency of consumption tends to increase with grade for drinkers of beer and spirits, to decrease for
~liqueur drinkers and to remain unchanged for wine drinkers. Beer is drunk by a lower proportion of senior
students than are spirits, but beer is drunk more frequently and more heavily. A higher percentage of
males than females are drinkers, especially in the case of beer consumption. This reflects to some
“extent the wide acceptance in Australia of the image of the adult male as a heavy drinker.

Most students who drink begin doing so at home, in the company of their parents, before they reach
their twelfth birthday Modal age of first use in this study is ten years or less. Older drinkers tend to
do more of their dnnkmg in the company of peers, in situations outside the home than do younger
drinkers. As might be expected from these two findings, parents are generally seen by the drinking stu-
dent as being aware that he drinks, but not always aware of the amount he drinks.

* More older students try to drink at hotels while under age. than do younger: students, but fewer have
~~been refused service. The recent loweting of the legal age limit from 21 to eighteen years would probably
be an influencing factor hére, since younger students would now find it easier to pass as teenagers legally
entitled to drink in a hotel.

-The. older students more often report having been drunk or_ ill -from drink, having lost their memory or
behaving atypically after drinking. There is, however, no significant change over grade in the small per-
centage of students who report having been in trouble with the law over drink. The kind of legal trouble
would not necessarily be the same for all age groups, of course. Whereas younger students may have
been warned by police about, for example, underdge drinking, older ones may have experienced more
serious enccunters.

- The importance of the peer group for adolescents is revealed by the significant proportion of older
students who say their main reason for drinking is that it enables them to mix thore easily and tq
relax and "be happy. Younger students who drink report they do so mainly because they like the taste.

Six categories of drugs were examined in this report: cannabis, iuhalants, stimulants, hallycinogens,
narcotics and depigssants. © Use of all drugs except inhalants increases markedly with grade.

After alcohol, cannabis is the next most popular substance in. the high school years. A total of 17.6%.
of gr?de twelve students have used cannabis. An average of 6.5% of all students have used inh@ants at
some time. This percentage of inhalant users is consistent across grades. Inhalants are definitely the
-most widely accepted drug type among the younger students. Young students believe inhal¥nts to be
less dangerous than other drugs, express more willingness to use inhalants if offered, and see future
personal use of inhalants as more of a possibility than for any other drug.
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Sex differences in use occur for-only a few drugs. CanNabis, inhalants and injected'narcotics are
* currently used by a higher percentage of males than females in this study, but few consistent sex differ-
ences in patterns of drug use occur in the literature. It is concluded that local conditions largely deter-
mine differences between the sexes in patterns of drug use.

The most commonly used combinations are alcohol plus inhalants for younger students, and alcohol
plus cannabis for those at high whool. Their use or non-use of alcohol -aside. s,tgdents who use only
one type of drug tend to be occasional rather than regular users. Multiple drug users are more often
regular users.. '

Younger students perceive little difference in the danger to health of the various drugs, tending to
see them all as very dangerous. Though they generally express unwillingness to try drugs, this lack of
discrimination could well be a problem were they in a situation where both “hard” and “soft’ drugs
were available. Older students tend to rate the danger more realistically. Narcotics and hallucinogens
are, however, still seen as very dangerous at this grade level. The older students regard inhalan‘ts. stimu-
lants ‘and depressants to be less dangerous than do the younger students, but they still treat the drugs
with caution. Among all drugs, the most decisive drop in perceived danger over grade occurs for
cannabis, while alcohol is seen by students”in all grades to be far less dangerous than any of the
proscribed drugs.

Most drugs are obtained from friends and the fact that d,éusers generally claim to have begun use
recently may indicate increasing availability and acceptance of drug use among school children. However -

the general pattern seems (o be one of infrequent use of small quantities rather than widespread heavy in-

volvement in the “drug scene™.

Both alcohol and drug knowledge increase significantly with grade. Males score slightly higher than do
females on an alcohol knowledge scale but no significant sex difference was foynd on the drug knowledge
scale. Grade six students seem to have scored only slightly above what they could have achieved by
guessing. )

Four general attitude factors were derived from the 34 alcohol attitude items and were labelled as
follows:

- Approval of moderate drinking

Beneficial effects of drinking .
Disappreval of non-drinjgrs

Antipathy to heavy drinkers _

There is little or no disapproval of moderate drinking by students in any grade and though some
antipathy is shown towards heavy drinkers by students in grades six to eight, this attitude is not common
among the older students. Males are generally more likely to perceive beneficial effects of drinking than
are females.

A general impression derived from thelanalyses of these alcohol ﬁtitude factors is that drinking is a

pledsant and socially acceptable activity for most students, particularly thosé in the senior high school grades.

With increasing grade, girls are consistently and increasingly more tolerant of those who do not conform
to this norm of drinking than are boys. :

The five attitude factors isolated for drugs were labelled as follows:

Antipathy to drug users P v ?
. Beneficial effects drug taking T, .
Approval of experfmental drug taking N s -
. No danger in drug taking ‘ -
Disapproval of non-drug users et

From grade nine on. the studedls,’ particularly the girs, show little or r(;o anfipathy to drug users.
While the girls in all grades see no beneficial effects of drug taking, senior high school boys believe that
there are some beneficial effects. Younger gtudents mere than older, and girls.more than boys. see danger
in drug taking. Very little disapproval of non-drug users is present at any grade level.
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TABLE 1

Characteristics of the Sample of School Children
, * ' Grade ﬂ
Number I1n Sﬂmplt‘ T/ T o S i me e oo e Total
6 7 8 9 o " 12
L U T o S S S
Unweighted N | 530 458 519 SO0 447 428 480 -« 3362
Weighted N | 634 ols eIz S0 522 222 261 | 3388
o Grade Mean | Weighted
A b = e ———=—"1  Aver:
Be _ I 7 8 9 10 1 12 verage
Average age in years I3 12.2 13.2 14.2 15.2 16.1 -17.0 13.6
b
1 Grade Percentage Weighted
: e Total
Sex 6 ’ 7 8 9 10 11 12 Pcrcen[age
Male 524 538 445 425 618 491 548 50.9
Female | 476 462 sss 57150 382 509 as 49.1 -
_ Grade Percentage ( Weighted '
Rehglon o= T e T e T e TO(HI
: 6 7 8§ 9 10 11} 12 | Percentage
e - - . [P S PO S S _
Protestant 42.4 51.2 411 437 30.1 459 40.5 453
Catholic 295 313 311 301 204 341 367 | > 295
Jewish 06 09~"02 08 04 07 06 0.6
Other 255 138 226 202 209 106 1.3 19.4
None 2.1 28 5.0 5.2 8.1 87 109 5.2
— S IR - —_ . : _ A
e _ -
Grade Percentage Weighted |
Status of a - e : S Towl .
; Father’s Occupation ‘ 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 | Percentage
PR U --.,.Aﬂp - |
(highest) | 3.6 1.1 1.1 1.5 21 49 2.5 21
N 6.4 5.0 4.1 5.6 80 110 126 6.5
3 i 9.6 6.4 6.9 105 75 152 108 | 8.8
4 200 208 245 6 174 233 253 N2
5 | 279 2901 284 236 299 260 280 27.6
. 6 238 29 249 232 80 137 1S 24.4
(lowest) 7 - 8.6 85 101 9.0 7.1 59 5.6 8.3
Status according to Congalton’s (1969) 7-point scale. o ‘
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TABLE 1
Characteristics of the Sample of School Children (cont.)
Location of School Grade Percentage Weighted
; Total
3 Attended 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 | Percentage
Metropolitan 478 380 ' 470 495 503 557 520 6.4 ’
Town over 30,000 184" 164 *193 150 169 172 207, 174 i
Town under 30.000 180 290 ‘289 299 306 224 173 262
, Country 208 166 . 4.8 56 22 4.7 10.01 10.0 ‘
o I ,
Grade Percentage | Weighted |
Type of School -—— — Total
Attended 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 J N PcrccntagcJ
e e e e = 4!, l
Government { g22 734 767 749 858 668 628 | %68 |
Cathohc ‘ 134 %66 195 200 58 292 292! 189
Non-Catholic 44 00 39 50 83 40 791 a4
Independent l
[ S N — ! ——
L §
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Comparison of Sample and Population Chnmctemt';cs

TABLE 2

Number of Respondents in Each Grade
— - Total
6 7 B 9 10 1 12
Sex?
v Observed 331 332 273 246 322 109 110 |.1723
¢ Expected 3210320 311 293 266 115 104 | 1730
Observed 301 285 340 333 199 113 91 1662
Female
Expected 311 297 302 286 255 107 97 | 1655
Totals 632 617 613  S79 521 222 201 | 3385
Type of school attended b
Observed 521 454 470 434 447 148 126 | 2600
Government
Expected 509 487 465 435 38R 137 128 | 2549
Non- Observed 113 165 143 145 73 73 75 787
| Government  Expected 125 132 148 144 132 84 73 838
3 ‘ .
Totals 634 619 613~ S7T9 520 221 201 | 3387

a

= 51.71; df = 6; p < 0.001

> = 50.60: df = 6: p < 0.001

Note. — The expected frequencies are derived from tables to be published by the Departmient of
Education. Queensiand (Department of Educatien, 1975). The observed frequencies are
weighted frequencies.




TABLE 3
Use ¢ Alcohol Other Than on Religious Occasions
" . - Grade Percentage Weighted
Ever Used . Total
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 | Percentage
- Males® )
' More than once 402 593 583 6569 832 842 905 64.5
Only once to taste 321 244 265 241 1L7 105 6.9 21.8
| Never 277 163 152 104 5.1 5.3 2.7 13.8
| Sample N 571 246 230 312 273 210 262 1 1704
! Females® ‘
L More than.ence 25.3 429 48.2 64.0 69.8 83.4 82.4 53.2
|" Only once to taste 9.8 371 370 252 33 124 120 30.2
f Never 349 2 200 148 108 8.9 4.1 5.6 16.6
: Sample N 249 210 284 286 169 217 M7 1632
b ,
: ¢
s Total \ 7 \\
More than once 33.0 51.6 52.7 64.7 78.1 83.8 86.8 58.9
Only once to taste 359 304 . 323 247 153 11§ 9.2 26.0
Never 310 179 150 106 65 4.7 4.0 15.1
Sample N 521 457 514 498 443 427 479 3339
4 b] )
®%~ =1203.32; df = 12; p <0.0001.
®,2 =244.85, df = 12; p <0.0001.
e 2 Lad
y~ =440.83; df = 12; p <0.0001.
; TABLE 4
Opportug@y for Use of Alcohol
. .
| l Grade Percentage Weighted 'i
‘ ortunity for Use Total
Opp 24 f 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percen[agej
I have been offered it 546 700 751 854 892 934 965 768
I h: b ffered
L, ave never been oflere 454 300 249 146 J08 66 3.5 23.2
457 515 499  A45 426 479 3343
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TABLE §

Use of Alcohol if Offered by a Good Friend

I

! Grade Percentage Weighted .
Use if Offered Total *
6 7 8 - 9 10 11 12 Percentage
Yes. I'm sure | would 56 103 80 192 302 340 435 17.1 ‘
Yes, | might 203 322 381 399 471 496 425 364 |
I don't know 222 247 206 152 19 5.8 5.6 169 |
| No 51.9 328 333 257 149 108 8.4 29.5 .
‘ rsample N 522  .457  S14 499 444 427 478 3341 ‘
2 .
W= 650.46; df = 18 p <0.0001.
- TABLE 6
Perceived Danger to Health of Drinking Alcohol
‘ Grade Percentage Weighted
i Total
Perceived Danger ) 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 | Percentage |
wgrobe " N _ |
Very dangéro 4o43sa o 313 g 128 8.6 5.3 2.7 193 |
Fairly dangerous 363 357 376 318 282 - 207 15.8 327
? slightly dangerous 228 233 293 359 395 434 539 327
| Not dangerous at all . 58 97 1200 136 237 305 277 153 |
I ) a . )
Sample N ° | 325 339 351 3\68 337 357 412 2489
bl ' ' . ‘Tj
¥~ = 359.00; df = 18: p <0.0001. ‘
' TABLE 7
Number of Students’ Five Best Friends Using Alcohol
‘Grade Percent Weighted
' Number of Friends Grade Percentage Total
6 7 8 . 9 10 1 12 | Percentage
v ] - \
Five friends 1.2 271 208 297 418 473 542 30.6
Four friends 50 89 S4 97 1Ll T 141 154 02 ¢
| Three friends 6.1 100 98 144 136 144 138 s . 3
Two friends 104 112 110 125 136 115 89 1.6
. One friend « [ 112 100 8.6 8.6 9.1 6.2 3.5 87 |
None $6.1 327 443 250 108 - 65 4.2 284 |
" Sample N 278 269 335 . 360 36l 356 428 2387

4

2~ =423.66. df = 30,

p ~0.0001.
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- TABLES8

Students’ Anticipated Use of Alcohol in One Year's Timge

2

. Grade Percentage ‘ Weighted
Anticipated Use Total
i 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
H . -
I'm sure | will be using 5.7 10.7 9.5 17.5 302 377 489 17.8
it
I might be using it © | 10.2 19.9 19.8 256  33.2 29.7 30.9‘ 22.4
I’'m not sure 24.3 249 28.2 22.5 18.5 16.4 9.6 22.5
I won’t be using it 59.8 444 425 344 18.1 16.2 10.6 373
"Sample N 522 457 515 497 443 427 479 3340

2
X = 631.06; df = 18; p <0.0001.

‘ o TABLE 9 '
. / Age at First Use of Alcohol ,

. : Grade Percentage
Age - : Total
P - 6 7 8 9 10 1 12
10 years or llss ’l's00 758 550 477 331 388 332
11 years 86 ~177 201 169 87 58 50
12 years 14 51 157 177 129 93 3‘ 7.1
13 years 00 1.0 74 146 188 148 124
14 years 00 00 09 _ 27 185 168 165
15 years 00 00 04 04 73 89 150
16 years oo 00 00 00 07 @41 9.4 1
17 years 00 00 00 00 00 LO 12
|18 years or older 00 04 04 00 00 _03 03
| Sample N ‘140 198 229 260 287 290 340 1744
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TABLE 10
Situation in Which Drinkers Had Their First Drink

Grade Percentage Weighted‘ I
Situation . : Total
‘ 6 7 8 ‘9 10 112 Percentzﬂ
4 . .
At home 79.5 704 67.1 701 60.8 692 67.0 683
At a relative’s home 46 S6 16 51 10 S5 40 49 |
At a party 79 120 193 143 173 <119 16.2 14.7
At a friend’s home 1.3 1.4 3.2 3.7 4.3 3.0 5.1 3.2
In acar 2.0 2.3 1.2 2.7 1.2 0.9 0.5 1.7
At a hotel 20 3.7 2.0 1.7 2.1 4.0 2.1 2.4
Elsewhere 2.6 4.6 5.6 2.4 7.3 5.5 s a9
- Sample N - 151 216 249 294 329 329 376 1944
¥ = 62.23; df = 36; p <0.0l. .
-
TABLE 11
Social Context of First Drink
Grade Percentage Weighted
Social Context Total
_ 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
Parents 859 753 692 699 627 701 679 70.6 |
Other relatives 38 100 - 75 78 105 79 711, 82
4 |
* | Friends of my own age 4.5 68 11.5 125 160 142 176 119
Friends older 4.5 50 103 7.8 8.7 6.9 6.3 7.4 I
than [ was ‘ .
Alone 1.3 2.7 1.6 20 21 0.9 1.1 1.8
Sample N 156 219 253 296 332 33l 381 1968 l
x? =57.50; df = 24; p = 0.0001.
«
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; ' . TABLE 12
\ T ‘
,J | * . Current Use of Any Alcohol
. 7
’ Grade Percentage o
Current Use of Any Alcohol w;‘g:‘a}ed
: 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Per‘c’en tage
4 Males® _ o
' Yes ' 39.0 569 541 637 799 788  85.9 61.6
: No 61.0 431 459 363 2001 212 141 384
Sample N 272 246 231 212 274 208 262 1705 L
A - Females®
Yes 228 371 444 578 653 793  80.1 48.8
No : 77.2 629 556 422 347 207 199 51.2
Sample N 250 210 .284 287 170 217 217 | 1635
Total® T ‘ . & )
Yes P 312 477 487 603 744 790 833 ) 553
No 688 523 513 397 . 256 209 167 447 |
Sample N " 523 457 515 499 445 427 479 3345
a 2 - '
X" = 167.14; df =6; p <0.0001. ) ‘ -
. b £ h : .
: ¥ =209.24; df = 6; p <0.0001. | s L A ‘
¥’ =370.03; df = 6; p <0.0001. | ' .



TABLE 13

Current Drinking of Beer, Ale, Stout

1
I
~L
l
)
l

’ Grade Percentage i
Current Use of Beer. . we"r%ht:ﬁd
A]C or St.OUt 6 7 8 ) 9 10 1 1 12 Percentage
Males? _
. Yes 351 549 478 590 706 71.8 785 56 1
5 "\No . 64.9 451 522 410 294 282 21.5 43.9
) Sample N 271 246 230 212 272 206 262 1699
Females® . & ’
" Yes 17.6  30.0 324 399 46.5 452 486 34.3
No 824 70.0 676 60. 53.5 548 514 65.7
Sample N 250 210 284 286 170 217 217 1634
Total* |
Yes ' 26.6 433 393 480 61.2 583  65.] 45.3
No 734 567 607 520 388 41.7 349 54.7
|
U
, Sample N 522 457 514 498 443 423 479 3336

a 2

X' =12736; df =6; p <0.0001.

b 2

C

X2 = 198.88;

X =71.82; df =6; p <0.0001.

df = 6: p <0.0001.
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TABLE 14 9
Current Drinking of Spirits
‘ N
Grade Percent Weighted
Current Use of Spirits ' o Total
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 | Percentage
Males?
Yes 180 346 313 387 542 614 732 39.3
No 820 654 687 613 458 386 268 60.7
¥ 4
Sample N 272 246 230 212 /3 208 262 1703
: \ s
_ Females® '
Yes 96 167 246 357 485 618  69.0 306 %
No 90.4 833 754 643 515 382 310 69.4
Sample N 250" 210 284 286 169 217 217 1633 .
Total® ..
Yes 140 263 276 %9 519 616 713 35.0
No 86.0 73.7 724 631 481 384 287 65.0
Sample N 523 457  S14 498 443 425 479 3339
% = 176.90; df = 6; p <0.0001. .
by? = 242.27; df = 6; p <0.0001.
°x = 409.04; df = 6:p <0.0001.
Y




TABLE 15
Current Drinking of Wine

Grade Percentage Weighted
Current Use Total
of Wine 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
| Males? ‘
\b Yes 28.7 455 385 481 642 61.8 67.4 47.5
4 No. . 71.3 54.5 61.5 51.9 35.8 38.2 32.6 52.5
Sample N° 272 246 231 212 274 208 262 1705
B - -
/ Females ® ‘
7Yes 19.6  .28.6 36.7 474 48.8 69.6 69.9 39.9
No ) 80.4 71.4 63.3 52.6 51.2 30.4 30.1 60.1
Sample N 250 210 283 287 170 217 217 1634 ‘1
| Total® . ,
] Yes 243 376 375 477 584 659 686 43.8
j No 75.7 62.4 62.5 »:52.3 41.6 34.1 314 56.2
Sample N 523 457  S14 499 445 425 479 3342
a_2 )
X = 118.06; df =6; p <0.0001.

158.04; df = 6. p <0.0001.

°x* =259.15; df = 6, p <0.0001 N\
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TABLE ‘16
Current Drinking of Liqueurs

{ Grade Percentage ’ Weighted
Current Use of Liqueurs , Total
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
Males?
/ i Yes 88 248 225 25.6  33.1 356 425 24.9
i No : 91.2 75.2 77.5 74.4 66.9 64.4 57.5 751
i Sample N S a2 246 231 211 272 208 262 | 1702
I Females® .
! Yes 6.0 114 18.3 254 235 419 435 20.0
i No 94.0 886 81.7 746 765 58.1 56.5 80.0
' Sample N 250 210 284 287 170 217 217 1635
i
' Total® '
1 Yes 1.5 186 202 255 29.6 39.0 43.] 22.5
{
; No 92.5 814 798 745 704 . 61.0 56.9 117.5
| Sample N 523 457 515 498 443 427 - 479 . 3342
L . N

"W = 8232 df = 6; p®0.0001.
2 =123.57, df =6; p < 0.0001.

°x* = 189.93; df = 6; p <0.0001. -
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TABLE 17

Beer Drinkers’ Current Frequency of Beer Consumption

| ‘ Grade Percentage i
- Current Frequency E - w'erlg?aﬁed
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
Once a day or more 10.} 9.6 7.4 33 44 4.0 4.5 6.2
About 3 or 4 times a >
week 16.5 7.1 6.4 9.2 11.4 4.5 10.3 9.4
About once or twice
2 week 10.1 18.2 20.8 22.6 21.0 25.1 29.3 20.6
About 2 or 3 times ' ;
a month ' 23.7 22.7 24.8 247 31.0 30.0 27.3 26.2
Once a month or less 39.6 424 40.6 40.2 32.1 36.4 28.6 376 |
|  Sample N 139 198 202 239 271 246 - 312 1607 ‘i
] .
2 }
X" =64.34: df = 24; p <0.0001.
TABLE 18

Spirit Drinkers’ Current Frequency of Spirits Consumphtion

Grade Pércentage Weighted
Current Frequency Total
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
Once a day or more 5.5 7.5 Q7 3.8 1.7 1.5 1.2 29
About 3 or 4 times 1.0 42 49 54 26" 23 23 42
a week
About -once or twice 123 75 70 136 139 107 182 12.0
a week
About 2 or 3 times 519 200 . 246 239 300 336 323 26.9
a month
Once a month or less 49.3 60.8 62.7 53.3 51.7 51.9 46.0 540
Sample N 73 120 142 184 230 262 340 1351
& = 6277, df = 24; p <0.0001. ,




TABLE 19

Wine Drinkers’ Current Frequency of Wine Consumption

Current Frequency y
i Sample
Once a About 3 or 4 About once About 2 or 3 Once a N
day, or, times a or twice times a month or
more week a' week a month less
Weighted |
Total 3.2 4.5 10.3 243 57.7 1600 |
L Percentage 1
Plote. — Grade differences are not significant.
= 29.72; df+ 24; p > 0.01)
TABLE 20
' Liqueur Drinkers’ Current Frequency of Liqueur Consumption
i T - 1
Grade Percentage Weighted
Current Frequency Total
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
i ‘ m
Once a day or more 5.1 10.6 48 1.6 1.5 1.8 0.0 35
About 3 or 4 times a week 5.1 4.7 7.7 2.4 2.3 1.2 1.0 34
About -once or twice ‘
f a week 17.9 7.1 12.5 5.5 9.9 7.8 5.8 8.8
| About 2or 3 times
' a month 15.4 14.1 18.3 26.0 275 199 18.0 21.0 ,
‘L Once a r}zdnth or less 56.4 63.5 56.7 64.6 58.8 69.3 75.2 63.2
- —
[ Sample N [ 39 85 104 127 131 165 207 858 —J
2
X = 5836, df = 24; p = 0.0001.
s
. TABLE 21
P Amount of Beer, Ale or Stout Currently Consumed Each Time
by Beer Drinkers
P Weighted
Amount ansume J Grade Percentage %x(g),?a]e
Each Time 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
»
More than two bottles
(each 26 fl. oz.) 3.8 3.2 4.1 8.2 15.6 14.7 15.7 9.0
About two bottles " 0.0 4.7 4.7 5.6 15.6 15.5 16.4 8.6
About one bottle 6.2 13.2 13.0 16.4 14.1 16.3 20.3 14.1 |
Half bottle or less 90.0 . 78.9 78.2 69.8 54.8 53.5 47.5 68.3
. Sample N 130 190 193 232 270 244 305 1564
2 ) o
X =156.35, df=18; p <0.0001.
52
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TABLE 22

Amount of Spirits Currently Consumed Each Time by Spirits Drinkers g
) Grade }Sercentage W%ighted
. . otal
¢ Amount Consumed Percentag? |
* Each Time . 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 |
Mote than two drinks 6.1 9.5 88 21.5 300 345 332 21.5
About two drinks 98 87~ 170 178 203 . 27.7 309 19.0
About one drink 244 206 306 225 215 227 21 23.2
Half a drink or less 598 61.1 435 382 283 152 - 14.8 36.3
Sample N 82 126 147 191 237 263 338 1384
X" = 186.21; df = 18; p <0.0001. e
' TABLE 23
.Amount of wWine Currently Consumed Each Time by Wine Drinkers
Amount Consurmed : . Grade Percentage We_}ght :d
Each Time - o
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
More than two glasses 65 94 103 .90 178 160 159 12.2
Two glasses 11.3 9.4 139 237 284 310 287 20.9
_ One glass 258 253 320 290 292 33.1 3338 29.5
Half glass or less 56.5 559 438 384 246 199 2.6 37.5
Sample N 124 170 194 - 245 264 287 329 1613
X’ = 143.79: df = 18; p <0.0001.
TABLE 24 .
Amount of Liqueur Currently Consumed Each Time by Liqueur Drinkers j B
Amount Consumed . Gradé¢ Percentage Weighted
Each Time ~ ’ A Total -
6, 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
“More than two /drinks 4.7 7.5 59 86 119 79 94 8.4
About two drinks 256 108 129 1337 231 255 187 17.6
About one drink 163 290 356 344 343 424 495 | 351
Half & drink or less 53.5 527 455 437 306 242 221 38.9
Sample N 43 93 10l 128 134 165 202 866

2
X =5637, df = 18; p <0.0001.

21

A
-~y
.




¢

TABLE 25

Drinkers’ Appreciation of the Taste of the Drinks they Usually Have

|
:
i

) Grade Percentage Weighted
Appreciation of Taste Total
. 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
I like the taste very much 46.8 , S1S 487 .562 601 652 704 56.1
.1 like the taste a little 480 437 429 393 . 367 - 2316 268 39.1
I don’t like the taste 53 48 84 45 33 32 27 4.7
Sample N 171 229 261 308 338 348 ° 407 2062
. : T~
= 4734; df = 12; P < 0.0001. -
- TABLE 26 ‘
Drinkers’ Present Frequency of Drinking Compared with Six Months Ago
Present Frequency Compared - Grade Percentage - Weighted
with Six Months Ago Total
6 7 8 9 10 Ry 12 i .Percentage
More often now 2.2 213 174 264 315 293 30.5 '25.5
About the same 470 520 522 493 427 515 529 49.1
Less often now 31.8 267 304 243 258 192 166 25.4
Sample N (1S 202 224 276 314 335 398 1900
X’ = 36.46; df= 12, p <0.001.
' ~ TABLE 27 A
Proportion of Drinking Done with Parents or Other Relatives '
. Grad¢ Percentage ' Weighted
Proportion . £ Total
6 7 8 9 10 1 12 Percentage
Al of it 494 394 397 293 172 140 7.9 28.7
‘Most of it 241 317 238 289 291 283 243 27.6
About half of it 96 83 . 115 115 128 216 -261 | 133
Very little of it 108 156 - 167 214 297 245 337 21.8
None of it 60 S0 83 89 13 117 79 8.6
" Sample N 166 218 252 304 337 342 402 2021

X = 209.46; df = 24; p <0.0001.
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TABLE 28
. Proportion of Drinking Done at Home
Grade Percentage Weighted
Proportion - - Total ]
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
L
All of it 39.8 271 28.7 223 10.7 5.5 3.5 20.2
| :
. Most of it 313 353 30.7 30.2 27.2 28.5 214 29.6
About half of it | 10.8 11.5 12.4 15.4 16.7 21.2 “22_.9 15.3°
Very little of it 10.2 19.7 18.7 22.3 « 325 323 41.5 24.9
. ..
None of it 7.8 6.4 9.6 9.8 12.8 12.5 10.7 10.0
| D smplen 166 28 251 305 335 3 42, 02
x} = 208.91; df = 24; p <0.0001. -
TABLE 29 -
Proportion of Drinking Done with Friends ‘
Proportion ’ Grade Percentage ' Weighted
: S . Total
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 "Percentage
; - All of it 1.2 6.0 4.8 \5.3 11.7 9.9 8.9 7.2
Most of it ~ 6.0 9.2 13.2 15.9 25.7 24.8 33.7 17.9
About half of it 8.4 78 9.2 15.2 15.6 233 26.7 14.3
Very little of it 22.9 313 28:4 27.8 28.7 28.3 22.5 27.7
None of it 61.4 456 444 348 183 137 82 33.0
Sample N 166 217 250 - 302 334 342 405 2016
)(2 = 306.54; df = 24; p <0.0001. ; -
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. " TABLE 30
) Proportion of Drinking Done at Friends’ Homes . ‘
‘ Proportion ~, Grade Percentage W‘}r’g?;]ed
‘ ' 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 | Percentage
All of it \ 18 32 08 1.0 12 06 07 1.4
Mostof it . ) 30 32 36 56 66 108 109 58
About half of it \ l 42 82 84 108 140 163 2.1 1.5
Very little of it \ 285 338 320 384 421 481  SI.5 38.5
’ None of it 624 5.6 552 ‘443 361 242 157 429
‘\\ - .
Sample N . [165 219 250 305 335 342 402 2018
2
X =17265; df = 24, p <0.0001.
f .
TABLE 31 ' et
Proportion of Drinking Done at Friends’ Parties
s - !
~ , Grade Percentage Weghted
Proportion - Tofal
’l 6 7 8 Y "10 11 12 . | Percentage
r : )
| Allof i 06 37 . 28 33 33 1.8 L5 2.7
" Most of it 30 55 88 111 131 137 206 10.6
About half of it 79 138 112 134 236 284 306 17.6
Very little of it 248 272 307 311, 325 360 353 30.9
None of it 63.6 498 466 41.0 275 202 119 38.2
~ Sample N 165 217 251 305 .335 342 , 402 2017
x%=219.06; df = 24; p <0.0001.
~
&
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Proportion of Drinking Done at Public Functions

TABLE 32

+

‘ Grade Percentage W;igha:ed
. ot .
l| Proportion . P 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage |
A . — 1
| |
" Allof it 06 23 04 07 03 09 02 08
. i
£ ¢ Mostofit 12 41 44 72 99 82 47| 64
About half of it 37 50 79 99 117 102 172 92
« Very little of it 160 224 254 283 334 389 454 292
None of it - 185 662 619 . 539 446 418 294 54.4 \
| sample N 163 219 252 304 332 342 400 2012 ‘ '
¥ = 164.62; df = 24: p <0.0001.
& ’ \
TABLE 33
Proportion of Drinking Done at Hotels - ‘
Grade Percentage Weighted
Proportion 4 Total
S 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
Al of it 06 14 20 03 03 00 0S5 0.8 ! Q '
Most of it 0.0 23 28 26 .45 .41 102 3.5
About half of it 48 28 16 23 60 103 206 5.7
Very little of it 121 185 139 .234 218 331 355 216 .
None of it 824 750 798 713 675 52.5 333 68.4
Sample N 165 216 252 303 335 340 402 2013
bl
X = 230.58; df = 24 p <0.0001.
o’
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TABLE 34

Proportion of Drinking Done in the Open Air

' Grade Percentage Weighted
Proportion : Total
; ' 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
, .
;-) 4
l All of it 06 32 04 1.0 09 09 02 1.1
| Most of it 36 23 32 72 84 53 47 5.3
! Abgut half of it 24 55 71 9.2 146 126 -18.1 9.8
\ Very little of it 247 312 258 289 316 408 454 31.5
. None of it 4} 68.7 57.aj 63.5 53.6 445 405 315 523 |
| Sample N Fie6 218 252 304 335 340 402 2017
1
¢ = 139.18; df = 24; p <0.0001."
\
\ -
|
‘ TABLE 35
Proportion of Drinking Done When Alone
- Grade Percentages 'we,-gmp
Proportion ’ “ Total
5 7 8 9 10 1 1 12 Percentage
All of it 18 28 04 13 09 .08 oo 11
Most of it 24 32 1.6 20 1.2 06 05 1.7
About half of it | 30 ".23. 44 23 2.1 2.3 1.0 2.6
Very little of it ’ 159 211 203 ~27.8 347 327 39, 27.2
" None of it 768 706 733 666 61.1 644 592 67.3
Sample N . 164 218 251 299 334 342 40 2013 »
2 po P
X" =7291; df = 24; p <0.0001,
58 _
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TABLE 36
/ Proportion of Drinking Done in Cars
/ Grade Percentage Weighted E
./ -Proportion > Total |
b opC 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 | Percentage |
. . 1
All of it 1.2 2.3 0.0 1.0 0.6 0.3 0.2 08 |
Most of it 0.6 2.3 40 . 43 5.4 3.2 1.5 3.4
About half of it 0.0 23 48 45 18 3.8 6.2 4.6
Very little of it 153  17.8 151 220 287 287 363 22.9
None of it 828 753 761 679 1.5 639 557 | 7883
Sample N 163 219 251 305 \334/ 340 402 2014
2 S . 2
X" =107.02; df = 24; p <0.0001.
TABLE 37
Drinkers’ Usual Source of Alcohol
-Grade Percenta Weighted |
. Usual Source 8 %‘g‘ale
6 -7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
From friends 37 109 136 202 279 284 248 18.8
From my parents with
thelr pesmyssion 791 678 676 586 452 430 330 57.0
From my pa}enu .
without thei permission 6.1 8.5 5.2 5.0 42 35 08 5.0
From my brothers L -
and sisters ‘ 1.2 6.2 4.8 3.0 5.2 4.7 1.3 4.0
I buy the drink myself 06 . 19 2.8 56 133 135 343 9.0
Other 9.2 4.7 6.0 7.6 4.2 7.0 5.5 6.1
Sample N - 163 211 250 302 330 342 400 1998

¥’ = 342.43; df = 30; p <0.000I.




TABLE 38

Drinkers’ Opinion of Their Parents’ Awareness of the Fact of Their Drinking

N\

! Grade Percentage 4 Weighted
Drinkers’ Opinion Total
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
! i .
My parents arc aware. . 7 1
"1 drink 93.5 90.6 85.1 88.1 83.7 86.5 93. 88 \
My parents are not . .
aware 1 drink 6.5 9.4 14.9 11.9 16.3 13.5 6.3 11.9
Sample N 153 191 222 253 283 296 367 1765
2
X =19.80;, df = 6; p <0.01.
’ "TABLE 39
Drinkers’ Opinion of Their Parents’ Awareness of the
' Amount of Their Drinking
,' Grade Percentage Weighted ’
{  Drinkers’ Opinion : : Total
| 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage JI
‘ l
| 1 drnk more than they 1.6 167 161 230 371 319 346 24.3
| believe ,
Tiley know about how " : » : ‘
much T drink 75 77.0 70.8 69.9 573 65.2 60.3 68.0
' -
I drink less than they 129 63 130 71 se6 29 51 |? 77
believe
' Sample N . 147 174 199 226 248 273 331 | 1598
@ = 86.88: df =12; p <0.000l.
. TABLE 40
Drinkers’ Attempts at Under-Age Hotel Drinking
! .
Under-Age Hotel Grade Percentage W%lghl;]edw
| Drinking Attempted 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 | Percentage
[
[ - _
Yes 0.8 -17.8 9.6 221 29.9 439 62.5 259
| No . |82 822 904 779 701  s61 . 375 74.1 .
Sartple N - ) IS7 208 239 299 © 324 344 405 |. (976

3
X" =225.63; df = 6;

p <0.0001.

62




TABLE 41

in a Hotel while Under-Age

o e .

Refusal of Service to Drinkers who have Tried to Drink

Weighted

63

‘ Grade Percentage
Refusal of Service Total '
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
s
Yes 27.8 48.5 39.1 29.0 25.0 14.7 2.3 26.5 !
No 72.2 51.5 60.9 71.0 75.0 85.3 71.7 73.5 |
b - — —
Sample N 18 33 23 62 96 150 250 632
I |
X} = 23.25,df = 6, p <0.001
TABLE 42
Drinkers’ Experience of Being Drunk
Grade Percentage Weighted
Experience of being Drunk Total
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
Yes 27.3 28.8 33.3 35.0 46.8 434 56.4 38.3
No 72.7 71.2 66.7 65(0 53.2 56.6 43.6 61.7
it _
Sample N 154 215 240 300 333 . 346 400 1988
1* '
X" = 6232 df = 6; p <0.0001.
- TABLE 43
Drinkers' Experience ot Behaving Atypically when Drinking
N
i Grade Percentage Weighted
! Experience of Behaving ' - Total
Atypically 6 7. 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
Yes 20.0 26.2 18.6 24.7 404 35.5 434 . 29.6
No 80.0, 73.8 81.4 75.3 59.6 64.5 56.6 70.4
Sample N 155 206 237 292 322 344 400 1956
s 5
X~ = 69.28; df =6; p <0.000l. .

4




Y
, TABLE 44, .
3
Drinkers’ Experience of Being Il Due to Alcohol ’ ,
. Grade Perce;\ta ¢ \ :
Expenience of Being 1li S . E We!rg(l)mtt:ld
Due to Alcohol , 6 7 8 9 " 10 § M2 Percentage
Yes 22.2 21.7 24.5 26.3 29.8 311 46.6 28.0
‘ No 77.8 783 755 737 702 689 534 72.0
‘ Sample N 153 207 233 297 325 344 400 1809
)(2 = 41.01; df =6 p <0.0001. ‘
) . TABLE 45 ‘B
. Drinkers’ Experience of Losing their Memory Due to Alcohol
Experience of Losing Memory Grade Percentage ‘ Weighted
Due to Alcohol y Total
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
/l Yes 8.9 16.2 11.5 17.2 21.6 17.9 22.2 16.8
l No 91.1 83.8 88.5 82.8 78.4 82.1 77.8 83.2
[ , Sample N 146 204 234 285 315 340 395 1919
2
X" =23.10: df = 6; p <0.001.
TABLE 46
| Drinkers' Experience of being in Trouble with the Law
Because of Drinking
Experience of being in Trouble W?;g)ht;]ed
with the Law Percentage
Yes e 35
No < 96.5
Sample N 1902

62

L

Note. — Grade differences are not significant.

(X' =7.27: df=6; p > 0.01)
4
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TABLE 47
'Drinkers‘JRcasons for Using Alcohol

. B - i 4

~ Main Reason for L T Grade 'f#ercentage WTeighted
Using Alcohol - N otal
6 7 8 9 10 1 12 | Percentage
| like the taste 61.7 57.5 57.1 56.1 46.3 48.5 39.2 ©52.2
So as not to be the |
*odd ane out™ in a 6.5 8.1 6.0 8.3 4.5 5.1 4.9 6.2
group
To help m relax 2.8 4.4 48" 43 49 4.4 9.8 50
To give myself confidence 2.8 0.0 0.6 0.9 0.7 38 1.9 1.3
| I;J;"Sig‘fo"g:mm°’e 37 25 24 48 119 65 136 6.7
1
. i
To let me forget my 19 19 1.2 30 4l 27 38 2.8
worries
It makes me feel happy 4.7 7.5 4.2 7.4 11.6 16.7 12.8 9.2
L Some other reason 1'5.9 18.1 23.8 15.2 16.0 12.3 13.9 16.6 ‘
r - - - 1
Sample N | 107 160 168 230 268 292 367 1592 |
b
X" = 117.88; df = 42, p <0.0001. ‘
TABLE 48
Non-Drinkers’ Reasons for Not Using Alcohol
r T ]
Main Reason for Not Grade Percentage - Weighted
) Using Alcohol g Total
; - 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage |
’ ]
| don’t like the taste 303  :30.2 38.8 38.1 29.3 43.5 21.4 333 |
!
. Drinking makes me feel 63 38 - 66 21 00 22 24 4.4
ill
l 4
Drinking makes you o :
i lose control of yourself 4.9 4.7 4.1 5.2 6.9 2.2 2.4 4.5
1 y \\
) y parents don't approve T "
' of drinkers 16.0 8.5 14.0 13-4 5.2 43 0.0 11.9
| . .
It's against the law to R '
‘ drink at my age 10.3 5.7 4.1 3.1 34 2.2 4.8 6.0 !
Drinking is against my X :
moral principles 2.9 7.5 9.1 20.6 27.6 304 40.5 12.0
Drinking is bad for : . A :
'your health 22.9 27.4 14.0 10.3 15.5 4.3 11.9 | 18.5
Some other reason 7.4 12.3 9.1 7.2 12.1 10.9 16.7 9.5 )
—_— —— _'.1
' Sample N 175 106 121 97 58 46 43 | 646
2
X" = 114.91; df = 42; p <0.0001. v




TABLE 49

Ex-Drinkers’ Reasons for Giving up Alcohol

¢ — —

Main Reason for Civing Up Alcohol

_ e

Weighted l
Total
Percentage

I felt that drinking was morally wrong
’ Drink was having a bad effect on my health

I had some bad experiences with drink

I got into trouble with the police because of drink

| did some things when drunk that I should not have done

My parents wanted me to stop drinking

| was drinking too much

Some other reason

19.3
6.5
7.2
0.0
0.0
1.6
4.2
612

Samplc N

34

3 Note. - Grade differences are not significant.

( 2
X" =28.50: df=30. p > 0.01)
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TABLE 50

Use of Cannabis

' Gradew- ) ' W;ighted
Ever Used - - otal
6 7 8 9 10 1 12 | Percentage
Males? , y ‘
Yes . 3.6 33 3.0 3.3 9.1 124 157 5.8
No 964 967 970 967 900 876 843 94.2
Sample N 253 243 230 210 274 210 262 1682
Femalcsb ' , -
Yes 0.8 1.0 23 4.2 1.8 9.7 194 36
No 992 99.0 977 958 982 903 806 964
Sample N 241 209 263 287 170 215 217 1602
Total® ) |
Yes b22 2.2 2.6 38 63 110 176 47 i
No 978 978 974 962 937 8.0 824 953 lI
Sample N 496 453 493 497 445 426 478 3288
4 - J—
Y% = 4792, df = 6, p <0.0001. *
h 2
X = 93.68. df = 6. p <0.000].
“2=11936; df = 6. p <0.0001.
TABLE 5]
Opportunity for Use of Cannabis
) Grade Pércentage Weighted
Opportunity for Uge Total
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 f?ertentage
1 have been offered it 3.0 2.4 4.3 71 130 182 257 .18
| have never been offered 97.0 976 957 929 870 818 743 92.2
‘Sample N 497 456 494 496 446 424 478 3291
x? = 19724, df = 6, p< 0.0001.
65
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TABLE 52
Use of Cannabis if Offered by a Good Friend

L Grade Percentage Weighted |
Use if Offered Total
6 7 8 9 10 1 12 Percentage

Yes | am sure | would 0.2 1.1 0.8 2.0 36 6.3 7.3 2.2
Yes | might 3.8 4.2 4.8 5.4 99 136 18.4 6.8
I don’t know 16.3 7.9 95 114 123 101 94 1.2
No o 797 8.8 848 81.1 742 700 648 79.8
Sample N 498 456 495 498 446 427 477 3297

x? = 186.02:df = 18; p < 0.0001.

™\ [ TABLE 53
Perceived Danger to Health ©f Using Cannabis ~
Grade Percentage , Weigh_ted—W
Perceived Danger Total
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
Very dangerous 719 841 728 566 465 303 249 62.1
Fairly dangerous 22.7 12.5 19.6 340 284 343 31.2 24.3
Only slightly dangerous 3.6 1.2 5.5 75 185 256 294 9.6
Not dangerous at all 1.8 2.1 2.1 1.8 6.6 9.8 14.4 4.0
Sample N ) 279 327 327 332 271 296 333 2165
, x}=42207: df =18 p<0000T - '
‘ _TABLE 54 ~
Number of Student’s Five Best, Friends uﬁﬂg Cannabis
' Grade Percentage | Weighted
| Number of Friends i Toid
6 7 8 9 10 1 12 . Percentage
I L :
Five friends . 12 27 26 07 13 45 4l 21 |,
Four friends - | 1.2 0.0 0.5 0.5 1.3 13, 26 0.9
Three friends 12 T09 13 17 34 454l 2 |
Two friends -~ 1.2 09 0.8 1.7 3.2 29 79 AR
) One friend 06 09 24 32 45 93 82, 33
' None { 946 946 924 920 8.2 775 731 89.6
; 1 ) ) . !
Sample N 1336 1333 382 402 378 379 416 2626

x* = 155.74; df = 30; p <0/000I.
6 ) .
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: A TABLE 55 L
Y ¥ _ :
! " Students’ Anticipated Use of Cannabis in One Year's Time , ‘
IS ) e
iq P . Weighted
‘Anticipated Use Gradg Percentage Togg:xl :
' 6 -~ 7 - 8 .9 10 11 12 | Percentage |
F'm sure’l \J’Iiﬂ;be using it 0.2 0.7 f\s 1.0 1.8 3.0 3.8 1.2 T
RN . t ‘
1 might be?:simgit ‘16 26 2. 38° 52 80 8.8 3.7 -
lﬁgs’no} sire | 157° %0 107 129 123 157 13.8 12.4
t .‘J. . “ A ! ‘ .
"'won’t be using it 82.5 7 859 823 807 733 737 82.6
{ Samplé I:}) 1496 456 496 49 446 427 479 3296
ki : : > : =
2L gk &
x? = 8394; df'=18; .p < 0.0001. |
. AR ' . i
4 . ‘_4;;,‘_‘ T : 4 '
: ’ ‘ , .
. ¥ : . '
,v‘\. . g
rr< V ,:ﬂ B v ‘ i ' , N l.
e L " TABLE $6 . ‘
. 'ww . . N .
I MG Age at First Use of Cannabis
v ‘g_; » s _
, . |
S8 ;
,;‘”fz‘Ag.e | . Grade PerE:entage | Total
N 6 7 .8 9 10 1o
L - : \ \
> ;""}: . ) 1 X . I
i 1*.'6'3;:‘ ars or less . | 500 500 91 00 00 24 ., 00
4 11 years. 200 250 273 71 .00 - 49 13
. N ¢ P . ) -
1 2ears . +|300 00 455 143 80 00 00
13years . 00 00 182 ‘214 200 73 - 39
00 .. 00 00 500 320 146 6.6
| 00 00, 00 00 280 366 184
000 00 00 00 120 317 487
00 -0 00 00 00 24 211
00 250 00 71 00 00 00
0 4 N 14 25 40 " 76 180




TABLE 57
N ' ‘ Current Use of Cannabis
T ' ' ' Grade Percentage WTeig};]ted
| : _ ot
Current Use of Ca@abls P 7 3 : 9 10 1 12 Percentage
tb —_
* Males® : ‘
! Yes : 2.0 2.0 2.6 2.8 5.8 7.7 103 3.8
; - No , 98.0_ 980 .974 972 942 923  89.7 %.2
3 Sample N 255 246 231 211 275 210 262 1690 J
- [ ~ P
“~~Females® ' . ’ !
| Yes : 0.8 0.0 0.8 1.7 1.2 60 125 1.9
No ‘ 99.2 100.0 99.2 98.3 98.8 94.0 87.5 98.1
. : . . hi
- Sample N - 241 210 265 . 287 170 217 217 1607
— -, -
Total* ) ‘
Yes . 14 11 - 16 2.2 ‘4.0 6.8 115 . 29
No - = 986 989 984 978 960 932 885 97.1
_ Sample N~ 497 457 496 498 446 427 479 | 3300
_— ] 5 N .
*x? = 27.80; df = 6; p = 0.000L. -
2 = 74.4; df = 6 p <0.00Q1." .
. ‘ CXZ = 8301.’ df = 6; p < 0.0001.
o e | 3
A
_ TABLE 58
Capnabis Users’ Current Frequency of Cannabis Use
Current Frequency l
— - - Sample
Once a About 3 or 4 About once: About 2 or 3 Once a N
) day or times a’ or twice a -~ times a month or
more week week month less
Weighted . ‘ .
Total 8.2 12.5 . 11.9 . 16.6 . 50.8 133
Percentage - v .
68 '
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TABLE 59

Number of Cannabis Cigarettcs Smoked Each Time by Current Users

W
Number of Cannabis Cigarettes Smoked Each Time Sample
N
Four or more Three Two One
Weighted
Tolgf:l 8.8 14.4 254 51.4 136
Percentage : l L
TABLE 60
Users’ Present Frequency of Cannabis Use Compared with Six Months Ago
Present Frequency Compared with Six Months Ago Sample
More Often Now About the Same Less Often Now N
Weighted
Total 28.2 35.9 35.9 131!
Percentage
. —
TABLE 61
Users’ Usual Source of Cannabis .
r 3 Weighted
Usual Source »  Total
Percentage
From friends 57.8
From my parents 4.4
From my brothers and sisters 13.2
From my own cannabis plants 5.5
. |
From growers 4.9
From cannabis plants growing wild 4.0
From a dealer in drugs 5.0
Other 5.2
Sample N 155
' TABLE 62
Cannabis Users’ Opinion of Their Parents’ Awareness of Their Cannabis Use
Users’ Opinion of Parents’ /wareness Sarr;?ple ,
My parents are aware | use it My parents are not aware I use it »
Weighted .
Total | 16.0 84.0 130
Percentage 1 '
70
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TABLE 63
Use of Inhalants
Evgr Used Sargble .
Yes No
Males®
Weighted
Total 8.1 91.9 1674
Percentage
Females®
Weighted
Total 49 95.1 1605
Percentage .
L ]
Total
Weighted
Total 6.5 93.5 3281
Percentage
Note. - Grade differences are not significant.
“ax?=48]1; df =6 p > 00!
. byl =574; df = 6 p > 0.0l
?"“'.cxz =427, df =6; p > 0.0l
TABLE 64
Opportunity for Use of Inhalants
| Opportunity for Use/ _ Saﬁple
l X I have been offered it I have never been offered it '
Weighted Total
Percentage 9.2 90.8 3293

Note. - Grade differences are not significant.

(x2=087; df =6, p >001)

"
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TABLE 65

M Use of Inhalants if Offered by a Good Friend
Use if Offered Grade Percentage ) wffﬁgfm
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
Yes I am sure | would 1.0 1.3 1.2 24 1.1 1.6 1.5 1.4
Yes I might / 7.0 57 . 19 7.8 10.3 12.9 10.9. 8.2
’ I don’t know 14.7 12.7 10.9 18.1 16.6 . 14.8 11.5 14.4
LNO - 77.3 80.3 80.0 71.6 72.0 70.7 76.2 76.0
Sample N 497 456 496 497 446 426 479 3297
x’ = 4257, df = 18; p < 0.001. .
. - TABLE 66
Perceived Danger to Health of Using Inhalants
o ' (bade Percentage ,We-iyned
’ Perceived Danger N : - 4 Total
5 7 8 9 10 gy A1 12 | Percentage
b T oT- b
Very dangerous 63.2 692 573 462 458  36.0 \Q‘ 54.5
Fairly dangerous « 26.0 23.3 329 39.7 }3.5 45.7 42.8 \-32.6
Only slightly dangerous 93 39 . 78 113 174 147 @2 10.2
Not dangerous at all 1.5 36 2.0 2.7 3.4 3.6 34 2.8 ’
Sampie N 269 305 295 292 236 277 298 1972
x? =119.37. df = 18; p < 0.0001.
_ TABLE 67
Number of Students’ Five Best Friends using Inhalants
Number of Friends .
. Sample
Five Four Three Two One * N
friends friends friends friends friend None |
]
Weighted |
Total ' 1.3 0.6 1.1 14 2.1 93.5 | 2322
Percentage ' J

Note  Grade differences are not significant.

(x* =3547: df = 30; p > 0.01)
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TABLE 68

Students’ Anticipated Use of Inhalants in One Year's Time

—

- Anticipated Use
: Sample
I'm sure | I might be I'm not 1 won't be N
will be using sure using it
using it i.
T
' .
e 0.9 26 12.1 84.4 3297
| Percentage
Note. - Grade diffefences are not significant.
(x? =653 df = 18: p > 001)
T C
" . TABLE 69
‘ Age at First Use of Inhalants
.[ Grade Percentage
Age l— Total
‘ l 6 7 8 9 10 | l. 12
—_ !, ‘ r—,

10 years or less I 80.0 59.1 15.0 57.9 13 125 38

11 years c 2000 31.8 35.0 5.3 0@ 0.0 0.0

12 years 0.0 9.1 25.0 5.3 22.7 18.8 3.8

13 years 0.0 0.0 15.0 26.3 22.7 0.0 11.5

14 years 0.0 0.0 10.0 5.3 22.7 31.3 15.4 *

15 years 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 25.0 19.2

16 years 0.0 Q.O 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 269

17 years 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.1 6.3 19.2

18 years or older 0.0 0.0 0.0, 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0

" sample N 20 22 20 19 22 5 26 144
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TABLE 70
Current Use of Inhalants

Current Use of Inhalants Sample

Yes - No

Males *

Weighted .
Totg‘lh 4.2 95.8 1687

Percentage

Females ® -

Weighted )
Totzg;lh 25/ - 97.5 1607

Percentage

’
-

L

Total

Weighted
Total 34 ) 96.6 o 3297

Per_centage : . , |

Note. — Grade differences are not significant.

ix? =10.22; df = 6 p > 0.0l
. b} =746 df =6 p > 00L .
i ' t
% u ¢ =%247, df = 6; p > 0.0l
e ; .
e
2
TABLE 71.
- *
Inhalant Users’ Current Frequency of Inhalant Use
w v i
M - ¥ Current Frequency _
Once a About 3 or , About once About 2 or Once a- Sa&nple
o day or 4 timesa ~ ortwicea 3 tifnes a momh
more week ' week month or less
R
| Weighted .
| P‘Total l 11.8 7.5 14,1 15.3 51.4¢ /109
ercentage’ . . '
. entag ) ' P i :
P
74 : , ’
N * ! Lot IR
( D (1Y

b \n




o— — —& Ever Used
, @ — - @ Current Users

‘» o———o0 Regular Users
. |
s H
g
25 lL
O
Q‘ i
|
|
L i 1 1 i i 4 i
6 ;7 8 9 10 1 12
Grade
FIG. 7. Percentage of Inhalant Users at Each Grade Level \
-~ t ‘
\ . i ¢
X N
# - i g
. e L
‘e A & ,
B , v J .
. : ) i . _
Elk\l‘ic ‘.“ : ‘ , / / I h [ L
- v




Amount of Inhalant Used Each Time by Current

‘TABLE 72

Users

Amount Used Each Time

Sampl
More than most About the same as Less than most a,[}‘p ¢
other inhalant other inhalant other inhalant
users users’ users
["'h—— T T ey T T T T |
Weghted TS , ‘ |
Total 9.0 5 |
[ Percentage i ’ 209 70.1 Fs
TABLE 73
Users’ Present Frequency of Inhalant Use Compared with Six Months Ago
Present Frequency Compared with Six Months Ago Sample
More often now About the same Less often now N
Weighted i
Total 19.5 30.0 50.5 103 |
Percentage i
TABLE 74 -
Users’ Usual Source of Inhalants
Weighted
Usual Source Total
Percentage
From friends 12.9 ’ “J"»
- From a cabinet at home 26.5 r:‘.ﬁ‘u
From my parents 11.3 ;-}':_E'f;“
From my brothers or sisters 5.2 i &’
From a grbcery or hardware shop " 23.1
Other 209
Sample N 126
TABLE 75
Inhalant Users’ Opinion of Their Parents’ Awareness of Their Inhalant Use
Users’ Opinion of Parents’ Awareness Sample
v My parents are aware | use it My parents are not aware I use it N
" Weighted
Total 34.5 65.5 108
Percentage
76 '
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TABLE 76
Use of Stimulants

e — -

‘ Grade Percentage Weighted |
Ever Used e ,,,g~ ] -F:)%};]e i
6 7 8 9 10 B 12 Percentage
Males®
Yes 4.4 2.5 4.0 8.6 7.8 58 104 57
No 956 975 960 914 922 942 896 94.3
Sample N 250 244 227 209 269 208 260 1669
b P - - \ —. T
Females . M
Yes . 3.8 0.5 50 95 6.5 75 107 5.6
! No 96.2 995 950 905 935 925 893 94.4
Samplg. N /{237 07 259 285 10 u3 214 | 1sss
pr— T ‘, - F
Total® i ‘ !
Yes 4.1 1.5 4.5 9. 73+ 67 105 5.6
No ‘ 959—9835 955 /909 927 933 895 '94.4
ya ——
" Sample N ‘ 1490 452 486/ 494 440 421 476 3259
‘x"%;f;ﬁ 19.92;: df = 6: p <0.01.
b 2
x =3064. df = 6. p < 0.0001.
. “x1=4813: df= 6 p <0.0001.
TABLE 77
Opportunity for Use of Stimulants
‘ Grade Percentage Weighted ]
! Opportunity for Use , _ 4 _.Total
: 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 | Percentage
I have been offered it 6.1 6.2 85 157 137 131 213 10.8
I have never been / - . °
L _ S - i
L Sample N 495 454 496 497 445 426 478 ' 3291
2
X~ = 7421, df =6, p < 0.0001. .
) 77
o
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Use of Stimulants if Offered by a Good Friend

TABLE 78

Grade Percentage Weighted
Use if Offered — Total
' 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
Yes | am sure | would 2.0 1.8 1.2 2.2 2.2 2.3 33 2.0
- Yes I might 4.0 4.6 59 1.6 13.2 14.3 17.6 8.7
I don’t know 10.5 10.7 10.9 16.3 12.3 14.3 14.4 12.4
No 83.4 82.9 82.0 69.9 72.2 69.0 64.6 76.9
Sample N 494 456 495 498 446 426 478, 3293
£ _
x? A 111.54; df = 18; p < 0.0001.
TABLE 79
Perceived Danger to Health of Using Stimulants
| Grade Percentage Weigted
Perceived Danger - J PTO‘ t
: f 6 7 -8 9 10 ¥ 12 | Terpniaee
" Very dangerous 62.1 75.9 59.4 38.2 J6.4 347 247 520
Fairly dangerous 269 16.0 30.6 45.2 38.5 40.3 449 324
Only sightly dangerous 83 5.1 81 131 205 21.3 263 12.4
Not dangerous at all 28 - 3.1 1.8 35 4.6 37 4.1 ] 3.2
Sample N + 253 T2 283~ 239 267 317 1924
2 - 45\94' = AT T ————
X = 24459, df = 18; p < 0.0001. '
-TABLE 80
Number of Students’ Five Best Friends using Stimulants
. ~ .
Number of Friends Sample
Five Four Three Two One None N
friends friends friends friends friend
Weighted ’
Teo%gl 1.6 0.7 1.3 2.0 310 T 913-) 2252
Percentage L . : J
‘Note. - Grade differences are not significant. ' .
(x* =50.18; df = 30; p > 0.01) i
. 718 T,
-
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. TABLE 8l

Students’ Anticipated Use of Stimulants_ih One Year's Time

’ Anticipated Use (‘:riie Percentage W;ig{\atled
L N 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 J Percentage ‘
" P'm sure I will be using it 10 07 02 22 07 19 - 13 T
* 1 might be using it 16 26 43 42 49 56 63 38
I'm not sure IS0 11.0 101 161 153 181 205 142
I won't be using it 823 857 854 775 791 744 720 81.0
Sample N 497 456 494 498 445 426 478 3294
"= 6120 df = 18, p <0.0001.
g
TABLE 82
Age at First Use of Stimulants
Grade Percentage *
Age Total
6 7 8 9 101l 12 ) l
" 1
10 years or less 647 600 375 207 115 261 100
11 years 504 200 250 34 38 43 25
12 years s9 00 250 138 17 00 25
13 years 00 200 125 448 231 43 100
14 years 00 00 00 138 269 13Q 100
1S years 00 00 00 34 154 '478 150
16 years 00 00 00 00 115 43 375
17 years 00 00 00 00 00 00 25
18 years or older 00 00 00 00 ~00 00 00
Sample N 1 % 5 l6 29 26 23 40 156

81
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. - TABLE 83 /
Currem Oral Use of Stimulants ' ’
Weighted
de P t
Current Oral Use of Grade Percentage Total
Stimulants 6 7 8 9 10 11" 12 | Percentage
= y
Males? ) .
Yes 3.2 1.6 39 4.8 6.2 4.3 6.5 4.1
No 968 984  96.1 952 938 957  93.5 95.9 h
Sample N 253 246 23] 209, 274 210 262 1685
Females ® ! .
Yes 1.3 05 3.0 7.7 35 51 6.9 3.6
No 987 995 970 923 9.5 949  93.1 96.4
Sample N 239 210 263 287 170 27 27 1603
T(;t ¢ ' X
e ‘ 22 1.1 34 65 52 41 67! 3.9
"No *.|978 989 966 935 948 953 933 96.1
Sample N - 493 457 494 496 445 425 479 3289
v ; ) g
v 7 4 Grade differences are not significant. ()(2 = 1144, df = 6. p > 0.01)
L
b2
X = 31.86; df = 6: p <0.000l.
: X’ =3474; df = 6. p <0.0001. : ‘ ’
’ ¢
¢ 4
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TABLE, 84 e

Current Use of Stimulasits by Injection

o Current Use of Stimulams.by Injection Sample .
* Yes - . . No -
r ) 99.0 1685
a
&' : .Females® .
— " |- Weighted -
Total 99.4 1603
Percentage -~ Y .
. " Total .
“1¥ Weighted, - - . .
M1 Tota 7 0.8 . e ' 99.2 3291
K Percentage . .
P O Note. — Grade differences are not significant, ,
o P eaon of =l_6';% > 001, : f
. b_2 C o PP e
o x° = 852, df = 6+ p > 0.01. . N
- _‘C 2‘ ‘— ! .' N *. o
_ x* =627, df =61 p'> 00l
< L
- . P
Y .
N !\ ~
*
v 8(’3 )

81




TABLE 85

Current Use of ‘Any Stimulants

r ~ g v

Current Use of - ‘ ' Grade Percentage .

Weighted
Any Stimulants . ' E— , 3 Total
L 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 | Percentage
Maless * " y : | :
Yes o 32 20 .39 47, 66, 43 65 | , 42
No | 968 980 961 953 934 7957 935 95.8
. Pl * *
Sample N | 253 246 231 211 274 210 262 1687
g Females® . : ) . L e
Yes : ) 1.7 0.5 3.0 80 - .35 5.1 6.9 |, 38
No CL 983 995 970 920 965 949  93.1 96.2
Sample N _ 240 210 263 287 170 217 217 1604
- | Toulf . T ' . >
P Yes B 24 13 " 34 6.6 5:4 4.7 6.7 4.0
© Neo , 1 976 987 9.6 - 934 946 953 933 96.0
: T Sample N L] 494 457 . 494 498 445 427 479 3294
. by '
Grade differences are not significant ()(2 £ 10.78; df = 6; p > 0.01).
®y? = 31.88; &f = 6; p <0.0001. ' .
°y’ = 32.89; df = 6; p <0.0001. - ‘
" TABLE 86 v
* Stimulant Users’ Current Frequency of Oral Stimulant Use
Current Frequency o
: Sample ‘
P Once a day About 3 or4  About once  About 2 or 3 Once a N
or * times ) ' or twice times -month or ‘
more a week ° a week a ponth less !
. )|
' |
Weighted ey,
Total - | 7.8 112 ¢, 8.2 18.7 54.1 138 .
Percentage | .
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-4
Stimulant Users’ Current Frequency of Stimulasit Use by Injection

2
Current Frcq"ﬁe ncy

|

~ R e Sample
© Once aday About3or4  About c.)nc%‘, About 2 or3  Once a N
.or | times .a or twice - times a month or
- more* week ¢« a week month “less
Weighted ) » . %‘w
Total . . 17.9 91 .- - 23.0° .65 43.5 24
Percentage - 1 A > ‘ |
. v‘.;)"\x
" TABLE 88- \ 3 ‘
. Amount of Stimulant Used Each Time by Current Users R ( -
. - . e -
4 - ‘ Sae T, \)
\ Amount Used Each Time, :
) A S
- More than most About the same as Less than most | Sample
other stimulant other stimulant other stimulant N
. users users users : .
Weighted \| .
Total 4.2 28.3 67.5 134 -
Percentage \ ] P , '
. 4
B
' A TABLE 89
(. . . .
Ugers’ Present Frequency of Stimulant Use Tompared with Six Months Ago
_ |
Present Frequency Compared with Six Months Ago . l |
- _ —— Sagple |
More often now About the same Less often now |- ' ! .
L - . JT 1
‘Weighted ’
Total 1.6 444 34.0 122
Percentage | |
a N
. 83
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/ .
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/ - TABLE 90
Users’ Usual Source of Stimulants
5 = Weighted
b Usual Source #Fotal
| \ Percentage
| : ‘ _— -
/ l From friends ' 28.3 B
e | From the medicine cabinet a1 home s 10.4
W “ 1 From my parents 14.5
From my brothers or sisters 4.1
From a chemist shop. with a doctor’s prescription 14.0
From a chemist shop, without a doctor’s p;escription 6.4 ‘
From a dealer in drugs _' .. 66
By theft B 0.4
Other ’ 15.3
' Sample N ‘143
1
TABLE 91 ‘
Stimulant Users’ Opvinion of Their Parents’ Awareness of Their Stimulant Use
Users' bpinion of Their Parents’ Awareness g .|
' - g S ar{)pla
My parents are aware | use it My parents are not aware I use it ‘ |
! ) -
' Weighted :
Total - - 54.7 45.3 120
l Percentage
84 - @
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TABLE 92

Use of Hallucinogens -

’

. Grade Percentage Weighted l
Ever Used e e ———  Total
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Pcrccnlagc«\
Males
Yes 0.4 20 - .26 1.4 5.5 29 . 76 28 l
No 99.6 980 974 986 945 971 924 \ 97.2 |
Sample N 262 245 229 211 274 10 262 L 1683 W
; T -
Females ® ' “
Yes 0.8 1.0 1.1 23 1.8 23 7.0 1.8
No 992 990 989 975 982 977 930 982
i
~ Sample N 139 200 262 284 170 207 24 | 155
Total \ o
Yes 0.6 1.5 1.8 2.0 4.0 26 7.3 3
No |99.4 985 982 980 960 974 927 017
|
Sample N Ta92 455 491 405 445 426 477 381
32 = 2655 df = 6. p <0.000L.
b2 = 1805, df = 6: p <0.01. r
.9
<2 =3918; df = 6. p <0.0001.
X P A
TABLE 93
Opportunity for Use of Hallucinogens
Grade Percentage Weighted '
Opportunity for Use Total
. 6 7 8 9 10 11 1>+ Percentage-
[ have been offercd(jit \ 3.6 5.3 34 6.4 8.8 12.0 15.1 6.4
b : i
;| have never been offered 1 g0 4 947 966 936 912 880 849 936 |
- ' .
| sample N 495 456 494 498 445 42 478 3202
«? = 5850, df = 6: p <0.0001.
: - 85
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" ® TABLE 94
Use of Hallucinogens if Offered by a Good Friend

- Weaghted
: Use if Offered [ Grade Percentage | ren |
! . 6 7 P 9 - 10 11 12 ! Percentage .
, ; .
E Yes | am sure | would ‘ 0.8 1.1 0.4 1.8 1.6 2.1 3.1 1.3
’ . . . ) | -
Yes I might | 2.2 4.6 3.7 4.0 9.2 10.3 10.9 5.4
- I don’t know \ 9.9 8.4 8.3 9.6 8.3 8.5 7.9 | 8.8
No : 871 859 8.6 845 809 791 780 84.5
| - -
v 0 A T ” +
?L Sample N lL495 454 492 498 445 426 478 3288
x? = 70.42; df = 18, p <0.000I. | | :
TABLE 95 ‘
Perceived Danger to Health of Using Hallucinogens .
) . . Grade Perceniage . Weighted ’
Perceived Danger : . Total |
6 7. 8 9 Percentage |
J‘ 10 11 12 % i’_‘
. Very dangerous 753 80.4 765 744 667 653 558 . 720
Fairly dangerous 18.4 14.0 18.3 22 251 27,7 33.0 2.0
Only slightly dangerous 49 33 42 25 54 43 16, 4.3
! a
Not dangerous at all 1.5 2.3 1.0 0.9 29 27 3.5 1.9
1 Sample N 267 301 289 320 278, 300 -343 : 2098
T + : -
X7 = §7.03: df = 18: p <0.000l.
TABLE 96 _ )
Number of Student’s Five Best Friends using Hailucinogens
. 8
‘ " Grade Percentage Weighted
Number of Friends i — Total I’
.6 7-. 8 9 10 i1 12 | Percentage !
4 : : ! 1
I , ; . ) ‘
| Five friends X 1.0 0.0 0.8 0.8 1.1 2.3 1.5 0.9 |
Four friends ¥0..r" 1.3 0.6 0.8 1.7 ' 03 23 0.
Three friends 0.3 T T 05 17 Q1 . 40 1y
| Two friends o 0.3 03 08 . 08 1.1 25 35 1.0
! One friend 0.7 13 95 .21 22 48 48 22
None 97.4 95.9 4.1 94.9 92.2 89.0 83.9-, 93.7
: . S —
4 =
Sample N 303 320 358 376 361 354 398 2470
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Students’ Anticipated Use of- H‘éllucinogens in One Year's Time

Anticipated ‘Use

I'm sure 1 will be using it 0.2 0.4 0.4 1.0
1 might be using it 1.0 - 24 2.0 1.2
I'm not sute 114 64- 85 115
. 1 won't be using it 87.4 . 9038 89.1 86.3

‘ Grade Percentage

0.7
4.0
9.9

854

. ——— =

0.9

49
1.0
83.1

1
6

0.

7

10.7

-81

6

-"Wclghlcd ‘

Total

Percentage

0.6
26
9.6

456

Sample N 493 494

445 -

426

478

-
a4

(" = 52.62

df = 18; p « 0.0001.

TABLE 98

Age at First Use of Hallucinogens

0.0
0.0
0.0
30.8
0.0
69.2

. Grade Percentage
Age i {*m—" o T o
' ) 7 8 9
T .
10 years or less {100.0 50.0 40.0 0.0
1t years ' 00 167 T 200 00
12 years 0.0 16.7 20.0 125
13 years 0.0 16.7 20.0 250
14 years 0.0 0.0 00 373
1S years . , 0.0 0.0 00 125
16 years 0.0 0.0 0.0 00
17 years 0.0 0.0 0.0
18 vears or older ¢ 00 0.0
S —-— “’f'*—' _—

; Sample N

0.0
0.0
10.0
0.0
0.0
60.0
200

303

Total

1
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- TABLE 99 > |
"Current Use of Hallucinogens ‘
_'_, - T U - — - - o e —— e e . - ‘
- Grade Percentage Weighted ' |
Current Use ot Total |
Hallucinogens 6 7 8 9 10 * 1] 12 Percentage
Males*
Yes 0.4 20 22 0.9 3.3 e, 42 297
No 99.6 980 978 991 967 981 958 98.0
Sample N . 254 246 231 24 275 200 262 1689
chales_b ) .
_ . Yes 00 10 00 21 06 05 S 10
: No 100.0 99.0 100.0 97.9 99 .4 99.5 94.9 99.0
: Sample N i 239 210 263 287 170 217, 217 1603
R ——— e
Total* , ' ‘
Yes 0.2 1.5 1.0 1.6 22 1.2 4.6 1.5
. No 998 985 990 984 978 988 954 98.3 -
i I e ey
!L Sample N | 494 457 494 498 446 427 479 3298
*Grade differences are not significant. ()(2 =1096: df =6; p - 0.01)
wa b 2 [
¥ =2636; df = 6. p <0.00l. :
Y= 2303 df =6 p <0.00I.
TABLE 100
| [ ’ ’
' HaBucinogen Users’ Curmrent Frequency of Hallucinogen Use )
) . Current Frequency
Once a About 3 or . About once About 2 or Once a Sac}pl@ \
s . day or 4 times a or twice a 3 times a month or ' N
~ more week week month less
‘ Weighted ) .
| . ) Total ", 13.4 9.8 7.5 14.1 55.1 58
' Percentage L
|
‘ Kl
88 :
~
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" .TABLE 101

< 90

v "Amount of Hallucinggen Used Each ‘Time by Current Users
’ :
N ' . ) ~ Amount Used Each Time ' |
) . . o N ; 'me,
More than most About the same as Less than most other Sarl}ple
- other hallucinogen otlrer hallucinogen " hallucinogen
. users users : users
BRI USSR T M. ﬁl - —
. Weighied ‘ ’ : : '
Total 7.7 49.8, 425 59
. Percentage ' . -
e . ' TABLE 102 e
Users' Preseunt’ Frequency of Hallucinagen Use Compared with Six Months Ago )
5 Present Frequency Compared with Six Months Ago
b . d Sample
l‘ More often now About the same Less often now’ N N
. ! ¥
{ Weighted . . | ro
To[all pA U S 33 458 i 61 i
Percentage : . i
TABLE 103 . .
Users’ Usual Source of Hallucinogens :
- ! :
. g Weighted
Usual Source N %gfla]e
Percentage ’
From friends o 34%
.~ From my parents 15.9
, From my brothers or sisters : g 6.5
From a dealer in drugs o 2
- Found growing naturally o 24
| | grow my own . . 39
[ Other ) ’ - 3.5
U - : -
| Sample N ’ s 73
TABLE 104 .
Hallucinogen Users’ Opinion of Their Parents’ Awareness .~
> of Their Hallucinogen Use
. | Users’ Opinion of Their Parents’ Awareness 1 Sample-
My parents are aware [ use it~ My parents are not aware’l use it L. N
1. . - PRY
! Weighted . .
‘ Togtl;] 21 : - 78.9 ! 60
Percentage ' '

e
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TABLE 105
‘ Use of Narcotics ~
L 7 . -
i : /
o Evcr,}sed_ A Sample
Yes No N
L - e —
* Males® ‘ _—
! Weighted v |
: Total 23 . 97.7 1672 I
Percentage 5 4
‘ N e a
Females .
Weighted . o
Total - 1.4 986 |\ 1587
. Percentage ’ ; _‘ -
“ " 7 1
Total ‘ i .
Weighted . s
Total 1.9 98.1 3262
Percentage
Note. — Grade differences are not significant.
"2 =392 df =6: p > 0.0l. o -
b2 =11.59:df = 6; p > 0.0l. - .
¢ 2 _ - ’v
X~ = 3.10; df =6; p > 0.0l : ( . * .
" TABLE 106 )
. Opportunity for Use of Narcotics
1 " '. = — — -
‘ Grade Percentage - Weighted
L _ Opportunity for * E ! To%gl
. Use .
. 6 7 8 )o 10 11 12 | "Percentage
-

-, 1 have been offered it 1.8 3.5 3.6 6.2 5.4 75 101 47 <
| e neverbeenoffered”s Fogy 965 964 03B 946 925 899 953 |
L N 7 . L
! Sample N 493 _ 457 494 497 446 426 “ 477 3290

x2 = 3494, df = 6. p <0.0001."

i
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L TABLE 107
Use of Narcotics if Offered by a Good Friend

Use if Offered

- - — e = —

T

~=-—= Sample

- - . qur:sllwa(l)?xld - Yes | might I‘don't know . ° l\lo N
Weighted .
Total 0.5 N 4.8 9.1, 85.5 3288
Percentage .
£ Note - Grade ditferences are not significant. -
' (/; = 2972 df =18 p ’O‘OU
TABLE 108
Perceived Danger to Health of Using Narcotics
' . Perceived Danger 1
; - : ' Sample
;o Very . Fairly - Only slightly Not dangerous N
. dangerous dangerous dangerous at all X
Weighted
! Total 74.3 214 3.2 1.1 2135
t Percentage | '
e La . _ — i -
" Note - Grade differences are not significant. .
tx = 2571, dr =18 p - 00D
TABLE 109
Number of Student’s Five Beét Friends using Narcotics ) ’
—_— — — —_ .~
Number of Friends
— —— R ,  Sample
Five Four Three Two One N N
. friends friends friends friends - friend one
R —_ 2 1 L.
Weighted ‘ A ‘
© Total - 05 04 v 0.6 1.0 2.6 95.0 2457
‘ Percentage )
Note. - Grade differences are 'not significant.

(- = 44.09. df = 30: p - 0.01)
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" TABLE 110

~ Students’ Anticipsted Jse of Narcotics in One Year's Time

) - —

—

° Anticipated Use .
’l' ‘ l : R _Sample
m sure . . ovaf '
. 1 might be , [ won't be N
Co u:ivnﬂgl [:: using it - I'm not sure uging it i \
/ .
Weighted ~ -~ * X
Total 0.6 2.0 9.0 88.4 3282
Percentage i
Note. — Grade differences are not signiﬁcanﬂ
(x ¥ =17.51; df =18, p >001)
. . . "7 -
AN
\
- TABLE 111 .
" Age at First Use of Narcotics '
! - ' Grade Percentage . o . .o
Age A Total
- 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
— , —
10 years or less + 75.0 500 - 222 0.0 -0.0 14.3 0.0
11 years 00 500 - 222 00 00 00 00
12 years 25.0 00 444 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
13 years - 0.0 0.0 11.1 40.0 0.0 0.0 .00
14 years 0.0 00 0.0 400 0.0 28.6 0.0
15 years 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 286 12.5
16 years r 0.0 0.0 00 200 500 143 625
17 years, 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 143 125
[} ot
18 years or older 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 1225
b ]
Sample N 4 2 9 5 2 8 7" 37




» TABLE 112 \ -

Current Oral Use of Narcotics . o4

Current Oral-Use of Narcotics

Yes . No
7

§‘amble

' M;lcs“

Weighted . - . -
Total O B 98.9 1688 ~
Percentage )

" Femaleés®
Weighted : ' -

"Total 04 99.6 1604
Percentage ' . ’

Total® * : . Vd
Weighted . ‘
Total 0.8 99.2 » 3295 |
Percentage

Note. ~ Grade differences are not significant.

4 =603 df=6; p>00l N

>
|

= 11.25:df = 6; p > 0.01. "/«

4.04; df =6, p > 0.01.

=
#
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TABLE 113 -
. ®o - o . ,
. r‘ Current Use of Narcotics by Injection
Current Use by Injection of Narcotics .
< . Sample
, o Yes _No N
Males?
Weighted - :
e Total- 0.9 99.1 1687
Percentage -
Females® /
[
Weighted
Total 0.2 99.8 1604
Percentage X
. ' Total € i A '
\ Weighted ) \ ' .
Total . 0.6 ' 99.4 3294
Percentage ) .
|4
Note.'— Grade differences are not significant.
1y =3.99. df = 6; p > 0.01.
L Z - t
b 2
X =8.70; df =6, p > 0.01. .
s = 3.84; df = 6; p > 0.01. ' .
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\ / TABLE~ 14
' Current Use of Any Narcotics
’ . | Current, Use of Narcotics L
N I . Sample
Yes No , N
- - —
| Males® ,
' |
Weighted o |
. Total - 1.3 ' 98.7 t 1688
. Percentage
! -
! * s .
! Females®
} Weighted } 'L ’
‘ Total 0.5 99.5 1604
| Percentage
! TO(&IC
Weighted L
Total ‘ .09 - 99.1 3295
Percentage
' X
. 1 .
Note. — Grade differences are not significant.
] . , B . .
™ =692 df = 6;p > 0.0l
.’ = 9.80: df = 6:p > 0.01. .
- %y ?=340.df = 6;p > 0.01. ’ ¢
- TABLE 115
Narcotics Users Current P:requency of Oral Narcotics Use
( _ Current Frequency
r : , Sample
t Once a About 3 or 4 About once About 2 or 3 Once a N
i day or “timesa - or twice times a month or,
more week a Véxe,k month Jless J
| ‘ - :
. Weighted . ! -
. Total =~ 20.1 233 L1842 167 25.7 25
t Percentage |




TABLE 116

3

Narcotics Users’ Current Frequency of Narcotics Use by Injection

Current Frequency

o - - — Sampl
Once a About 3 or 4 Abbut once About 2 or 3 *Once a ! a;}np ‘
day or . times a o[ twice a times a month or | - ;
nfore week week month less !
I . e )
| | i
Weighted ’ l
Total 174 19.4 14.8 158 326 | 19 |
Percentage ]
" TABLE 117
Amount of Narcotics Used Each Time by Current Users
Amount Used Each Time
More than most ~About the same as Less than most Sample
other narcotics other narcotics other narcotics N
- users users users .
—
Weighted v ‘
Total ‘ 271 41.8 31.1 LI
Percentage l /
é-f' s
{
TABLE 118
R s
Users’ Present Frequency of Narcotics Use Compared with Six Months Ago
‘ Present Frequency Compared with Six Months Ago ‘ i
- = Sample
l More often now About the same Less often now N l
: —
Weighted . 1
! Togt};l , 43.3 . 358 21.0 30 !
, Percentage

97
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TABLE 119
Users’ Usual Source of Narcotjcs
' Usual Source W;Lgrtl;dla'gglal

S . - ~ A R )
From friends 26.9
From the medicine cabinet at home 11.6
From my parents ]2\.4
From my brothers or sisters 0.0
me. a chemist shop with a doctor’s prescription 10.5 :
From a chemist shop without a doctor’s prescription 0.0 -
From a dealer in drugs ) , 17.4 !
By the ft 16.1 !
Other |

Sample N
/

B

TABLE 120

Narcotics Users’ Opinion of Their Parents’ Awareness of Their Narcotics Use

1

Users’ Opinion of Their Parents’ Awareness

My parents are aware I use it

My parents are not aware | use it

Weighted
Total
Percentage

0y

68.5
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TABLE 12+ -~

Usg_off Depressants
: .

’ Grade Percentage Weighted
Ever Used A Total
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Pcrcentagel
' Males® ’VQ _ '
Yes - 5.2 2.5 22 6.7 7.3 43 [RIN: 5.1
No 94.8 97.5 97.8 93.3 92.7 95.7 88.9 94.9~
Sample, N 251 240 228 209 - 273 210 262 1673
Females r
Yes 13 44 3.1 6.0 59 83 111 42 |
No 987 986 969 940 941 917 889 958 |
-
| Sample N 239 207 261 285 170 217 217 1596 .J
| Total® ' |
: Yes 33 2.0 2.7 6.3 6.8 6.3 11.1 4.7
o
‘ No 96.7 98.0 97.3 93.7 93.2 93.7 88.9 95.3
Sample N 491 448 489 494 444 426 478 3271
' SR -
a 2
. =21.93; df = 6; p <00l.
b= 3165 df=6: p 0.0001.
.7 =45.69; df = 6. p -0.0001. .
TABLE 122
Opportunity for Use of Depressants
S e e
‘ Grade Percentage Weighted
Opportunity for Use e T e e Total
. 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage
- . | :
[ have begn offered it 32 .48 28 98 81 117 153 6.7 l
. - ! R . )
, : A t
|| have never been offered oy g5y 972 902 M1 883 847 933
Sample N 494 454 493 498 445 426 478 3288
— —— A
. ' \
“y- = 7208 df = 6. p <0.0001.
’

-

-—
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7z TABLE 123
Use of Depressants if Offered by a Good Friend
e e
- Girade Percentage + . Weighted -
) Use if Offered T . S Total
. 6 . - 8" Q9 ) 11 {2 1 Percentage |
- e ——— —— — e i e . . — - - ~,, —— S - ,,Tk_v - . ]I
| Yes | am surc | wold 08 09 107 L4 16 07 08| L '
)
[ Yes | might . 3.8 3.2 6 106 120 109 61
I ¢ : }
I don’t know C13.4 9.7 113 T 140 112 9.9 132, 1o }
X o ‘
No 826 857 844 783 606 774 750, 809 4'
T T T P T e R 4 - -—
i[ .Sample N 493 453 494 497 445 425 476 w 3283 i
x?= 74.56; df = 18: p <0.0001. h
TABLE 124
5 Perceived Danger to Health of Using Pepressants
| Grade Percentage A J \#lghted
Perceived Danger - ~ _ Towd ~
| 6 7 8 9 10 i 12 | “Percentage |
——— - S S U
i Il i
Very dangerous \ 65.9 74.1 59.6 46.6 38.2 329 283 53.9
Fairly dangerous 222 174 293 370 313 425 4713 300
; Only slightly dangerous . 8.7 6.0 7.7 13.8 20.7 214 21.0 IZ‘S‘
'[ Not dangerous at all 3.2 25 35 25 37 3.2 35 3
Sample N _ 252 282 287 283 24] 281 314 1940 1
7 =196.48. df =18, p 0.0001.
. TABLE 125
Number of Students Five Best Friends using Depressants
Y » — _— T —
. Number of Friends :
. ¢ ——— N Sample
Five Four Three Two One
. . ’ friends * friends . friends fricnds friend No‘ne i
s — I i
Weighted ‘
Total 1.3 1.3 : 0.8 1.0 2.0 93.7 2251
I Percentage

Note. - Grade differences are not significant.

(x° = 48.97. df = 30: p - 0.01)
100
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TABLE 126
\ Students’ Anticipated Use of Depressants in One Year's Time
e Grade Percentage ‘ WTe'lg}lJled 1,
. oal |
t . !
Anticipated Use e 5 8 _— 10 11 (2 PcrccmageJ
I'm sure 1 will be using it 0.6 07 1.0 0.4 1.3 0.9 0.2 08
| might be using 1t 18 33 20 \3) 54 % 36 33
I'm not sure 1.1 7.7 83 143 117 138 142 .o
I won't be using it 86.4 883 886 823 8l6 798 820 84.9 J
4
T )
' Sample N 404 45 493 497 445 426 478 3285 |
Xl = 45.02 df = 18; P <0.001. »
! TABLE 127
' Age at First Use of Depressants
| Age Grade Percentage Total
j 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 l
'8 .
{10 years or less 55.6 333 400 136 43 125 4.5
| 11 years 111 167 200 00 87 42 00
L 12 vears : 222 167 400 182 130 83 2.3 :
' 13 years 00 333 00 455 ‘174 167 68
14 years 00 00 00 182 304 250 136
) &
15 vears 11.1 0.0 0.0 4.5 17:4 29.2 227
‘ 16 years 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 42 386 ' ) 1
. 17years 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 68 .
_ | 18 years or older 00 00" 00 00 43 00 45 | (
{ : !
| Sample N 9 6 10 22 23 23 43 | 136 -~
L |
)
N, .
N 101




TABLE 128

Current Use of Depressants

~

— . [ - R S
| ~
1 Current Use of - _(,rade Percentage ] i W;(l)gt,};;ed
% Depressants 6 ' 7 8 9 10 11 {2 ' Percentage |
‘L,_._ U g — —
t
! Males* P
‘ Yes 3.1 2.1 1.7 . 33 4.4 2.9 6.9 R
]
! No 96.9 © 979 983 967 956 97.1 931 96.8
; Sample N . 245 243 230 209 275 210 262 1683 j
Females [
. \ Yes 0.4 1.0 2.3 SR 4.1 6.0 4.2 .. 2.9
| No 99.6 99.0 7.7 94.8 95.9 94.0 95.8 97.1
o ~ P’ -
! Sample N 239 210 263 287 170 217 217 1603
l Total® /
- ' Yes : 1.5 2.0 44 43 4.5 5.6 RN
; No 98.2 98.5 98.0 95.6 95.7 95.5 94.4 96.9
Sample N L494 454 493 496 446 427 479 3289
? Grade differences are not significant.
{X"=9.52, df =6, p.>0.01)
by’ =22190 dr =6 p <0.0l.
©.T=12212 df=6: p -00l.
TABLE 129 .
Depressant Users' Current Frequency of Depressant Use
Current Frequency
' Once a About 3 or 4 About once About 2 or 3 Once a Sample
' day or times a or twice imes a month or N
l more week , a week onth less ’
- — = -
Weighted . - !
\ ~ Total - 9.7 34 ‘ 10.2 13.0 63.7 112
i Percentage !
TABLE 130
7 Number of Depressant Pills Taken Each 'Rhe by Current Users )
" Number of Pills Taken Each Time :
. —J Sample
« Four or more pills Three pills Two pills One pill l N
Weighted /
Total 8.4 4.5 25.9 61.2 118
; Percentage :
o P — T - T T T
ERIC. ' o ~
== 104 K
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TABLE 131

Users’ Present Frequency ;)f Depressant Use Compared with Six Months Ago

Present Frequency Compared with Six Months Ago

‘A T e T e TV e s ““J Sample
, ' More often now About the same Less often now | N
— - R e -
‘Weighted | : ¢ -
'\ Total s . 440 4.5 103
. Percentage - : ’
TABLE 132
Users’ Usual Source of Depressants .
' Weighted Total
. |
Usual Source | Percentage
: S 4
‘ From friends ' 13.4
| From the medicine cabinet at home _ 9
| From my parents 1 ' . 31.5
From my brothers or sisters ’ 0.0
, -
* From a chemist shop with a doctor’s prescription , 227 i
| ' : .1 l
l' From a chemist shop without a doctor’s prescription i \ <27
| From a dealer in drugs ’ ’ _ - 1.8 - ] ‘
| Bv.theft o | ' : 19 - :
I : - ‘ )
' Other " Vo 34
——— -——,‘?__T.-ﬁ._w______.--&_'-*_ﬁ;_ RO S —_— 4
r A o N |
! Sample N - . ‘ 134
e , — . S . 1
TABLE 133 . '
Depressant Users’ Opinion of Their Parents’ Awareness of Their Depressant Use
Users” Opinion of Their Parents’ Awareness Sample
! N
\ My parents are aware [ use it My parents are not awlre 1 use it .
Weighted :
e Total - 64.0 360 17
Percentage ! = | TR
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TABLE 134

lOc -

) Use of Any Drugs
' . Ever Used® ' Grade Percentage Wgrxg}:;d j

1 o 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 | Percentage
| Males* .
' Yes 169 159 139 213 244 211 302 19.4
‘ No 83.1 8.1 86.1 787 756 789  69.8 80.6

Sample N 255 246 231 211 275 210 262 1690
“ Females® i

Yes 1 9.5 71 136 185 141  21.2 324 14.4

No 1905 929 8.4 815 859 788 676 85.6

i
Sample N 24] 210 265 287 170 217 217 1607
Total*

Yes 133 11.8 137 197 204 211 313 16.9

No 86.7 882 863 803 796 789 687 83.1

- # : | _.
; Sample N | 497 457 496 498 446 427 479 3300
a2

X~ = 23.29: df = 6! p <0.001. -
b2 - 5042; df = 6. p <0.0001.
¢ 2 ; [N
« =61.34; df = 6, p <0.000}. -
/
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TABLE 135 \
Current Use of Any Drugs
. _
Current Use of ' Grade Percentage © Weighted ’
‘ Total
Any Drug(s) , 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 | Percentage
L
. Males®| . * ‘ ! i
Yes 9.0 +1.0 9.1 - 133 138 145 195 12,0

No o 91.0 89.0 90.0 86.7 862 852 805 88.0 |

Sample N - 255 246 231 211 275 210 262 1690

. i
Ft:malesb : )
Yes ) 4.1 5.7 6.0 13.6 82 129 19.0 8.7 l '

No 959 943 940 8.4 91.8 87.1 810 91.3

- - —

Sample N 241 210 265 287 170 .217 . 217 1607 B

‘ Total® ‘ i
- Yes 6.6 8.5 7.5 13.5 11.7 13.8 19,4 10.4 ‘

No 934 915 925 865 - 883 862 806 89.6 4

Sample N [497 451 a9 a9 . aae 411 479 3300 J

a .
Gzrade differences are not significant.
' . (X" =13.11; df = 6, p > 0.01)
b 2

>
|

= 38.29, df = 6, p < 0.000L.

W% = 4392, df = 6; p <0.0001. .

. - -

s




| - 1 -
)r: ) ~ -
» “‘;K\' 5 -
> Vi , - .
. _ . -
ES ey
) ' ) "i«\»,\
" TABLE 136 o . .
Users’ Reasons for Taking Drugs *
: - . - " Weighted |
Main Reason for Taking Drugs - C Total
. . ' Percentage
To get a “high”™ (a feeling of well-being) _ 245
To help me relax - - ' ) - 22.0
| Soasnotto be the “odd one out” in a group . ) 11.5
To let me-forget my worries . . : 49 |
‘ It is worthwhile for its own sake . ' . 4.6
: To defy those who are against the use of drugs - , 3.4
. To relieve tensions ‘ . 10.9
V ) s
' _ Some othe/r reason , 18.1
S — 0 )
| Samp}A , ; 175

" ¢ .Note. — Grade differences are not significant.

. (¢ = 61.39; df = 42; p > 0.01)
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TABLE 137

Non-Users Reasons for Not Taking Drugs

. | Grade Percentage Weighted -
} Main Reason for Not : _ T
| Taking Drugs . 6 7 .8 9 10 .7l 12 | Percentage °
| Taking drugs would harm ‘
{t " my health 429 400 259 178 156 130 95 26.4 ’
sl don’t know how to '
4
| get some drugs 0.3 1.6 0.3 1.5 ) 1.6 | 1.4 0.7 1.1
1
I I can enjoy life
| without drugs 331 .357 494 543 562 505 57.6 46.7
t .
! 1 don’t want to become ‘ ‘ '
| dependent on drugs 9.4. 9.8 9.5 12.0 11.1 16.0 11.9 ., 10.8
i . ' '
| It’s against the law .49 16 34 03 00 1O 00 19 i
. . e
I don’t want to lose !
control of myself 4.2 39, 37 25 .29 2.7 4.7 35
. w ¢ |
It’s against my moral : { i
. principles 2. 3.0 4.0 83 8.6 10.6 11.9 6.0 |
|
Some other, reason 2.3 43 37 34 4.1 4.8 37 37 ;
Sample N | 308 305 348 326 315 292 295 2189 ]
X2 = 251.48; df =42; p<0.0001.. .. ... . . ’ ' 4 -
_ TABLE 138
Ex-Users Reasons for diﬁng Up Drugs
. | ' | Weighted
, ‘ ight
Response ej%r:af :
. : ’ Percentage
I had a bad drug “trip” (experience) 6.1
Taking drugs was harming my healtl ' 12.3
I thought I would get into trouble with the law 7.2
I could not get any drugs . 9.9
I was becoming too dependent on drugs 3.0
I felt guiltyyabout using drugs 9.2
G
I found I clld enjoy life without drugs 27.8
Some other reason 24.6
Sample N 51

Note. — Grade differences are not significant.

R
(X" =33.45; df = 35; p > 0.01)

RS
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TABLE 139
Summary of Past or Present Drug Use ‘
T , ; : -
Percentage Who Have Ever Used the Drug Weighted Missi /S
v Sample issing
! Total N * Data
i . | Percentage . Percentage
[ 6 7 8 9 10 1l 12|
. i g X . o
Cannabis 2222 26 38 63 15/.0 176 | . 47 | 3288 _| 239 -
Inhalants i 57 17 63 64 _ 68° 45 78 6.5 | 328 2.60
Stimulants - | 41 15 45 91 73 67 105 56 | 3259 3.25
Hallucinogens \ 06 1.5 18 2 40 26 173 2.3 3281 2.57
1 §
A JNarcotics b1y 1.5 20 22 18 26 23 1.9 3262 3.10
D‘epres\ms 33 20 27 63 68 63 Il 4.7 | 327 3.0
Any Aﬁ 133 118 137 197 204 21.1-313. . 169 ! 3300 | 198
i | .
. - . . B
TABLE 140 ,
| 4
Summary- of Current Drug §Jse
Percentage of Current Users  Weighted | Sample ; MSSS"'“S
Drug [ Total N " p a “‘
Co 6 7 8 9 10 11 11 Fercentae ereentage
t  Cannabis 14 1.1 16 22 40 68 115 29 . 3300 1.98
+ "Inhalants 430 55 30 30 222 11 40 34 ' 3297 2.10
Stimulants 24 13 34 66 5S4 47 67 '4.0 394 1 22
Orally 22 11 34 65 52 47 67 39 . 3289 230
By injection © 1.0 0.7 06 04 16 05 06 0.8 1« 3291 2.30
Hallucinogens 0.2 15 1.0 16 22 1.2 46 15 03295 0 216
" Narcotics 06 1.1 08 12 04 14 10 0.9 3295, 216
Orally 06 1.1 08 1.0 02 05 10 0.8 3295 216
By injection 0.4 09 02 08 04 09 06 0.6 3294 221
' i
. Depressants 18 15 20 44 43 45 56 ¢ 3.1 .- 3289 239
I
| ; T .
" Any drug 66 85 75 135 1175138 194 | 104 3300 1.98 1
- | — x
109
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' ' </ TABLE 141 )
o . Summary of Current Alcohol Use
-
Type of Percentage of Current Drinkers Wf:rxght;fd Sample N{gzlgg,
Alcohol 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Percentage | ''%  |Percentage
g“'v Ale, 1266 433 393 480 612 583 65.1 45.3 3336 0.62
toutll -
Wine 243 <376 375 477 584 659 686 43.8 3342 0.47
Spirits ! 140 263 276 369 519 616 713 35.0 | 3339 0.56
Liqueurs 7.5 18.6 20.2 255 296 39.0 43.] 22,5 3342 0.53
Any 31.2 477 487 603 744 79.1 833 55.3 3345 0.41
alcohol : _ .
1 7 R
ha ]
L
TABLE 142
Comparative Use of Drugs, Past or Present, in
New South Wales, Canberra and Queensland .
Year 1974 1973 1971 ]
Grade (Estimated Average | Grade 12 (17.0) Form 5 (16.9) Form 6 (17.9)
Age in Years)
Location Queensland Canberra New South
: 4 . Wales
s °
Substance used Percentage Who have Ever Used the Substance
Alcohol | : 96.0 87.5 89.4
Marijuana 17.6 18.2 : 1.5
Stimulants 10.5 10,1 ° 17.8
Hallucinogens : 7.3 4.7 5.1
Narcotics 23 1.9 35
Depressants 1y .- 13.0 35.0 i
¢

m
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- TABLE 143 ‘

tern of Current Drug Use

\

Drug Grade Group Percentage W%i(gf;led
Combmatjon ) 6.7 8.9 10 1, 12 Percentage
. None §7.7 37.0 18.1 42.1
Alcohol 34.6 52.5 65.7 477
Alcohol and .
' stimulants 0.7 . 2.5 1.9 1.7
" Alcohol and : )
inhalants 2.0 0.8 - 1.4 ) 1.3
.Alcohol and § . .
depressants 0.7 1.3 1.9 1.2
Alcohol and '
cannabis | | 03 0.7 ) 43 , 1.0
Inhalants 0.9 0.4 ' 0.0 06
Depressants 0.2 0.7 0.2 0.4
Other 3.0 4.2 64 | 4.1
Sample N 938 1427 894 3259
P i &
2 ) -
=277.65; df = 16; p <0.001. '
. TAB!.E 144
~” PO
.Categories of Cuirent Use _
. : Grade Percentage ‘ Weighted
. Current Use Category \ Total
. 6 & /7 8 9 10 1 12 Percentage
‘ 4 _ . .
Non-users - 65.6 50.4 48.4 36.5 ! 24.0 ~ 20.7 14.8 421
"l Only alcohol occasionally 125 167 " 186. 2.1 220 246 175 18.4
Only alcohol regularly IS.1 243 251 < 289 419 408 480 28.9
One drug occasionally 1.8 3.1 3.0 6.2 49 - 6.3 7.7 4.2
One drug regularly 3P 31 2.2 3.4 2.9 3.1 40| 3.0
Some drugs occasionally 02 07 127 14 07 1.4 3.1 1.0
Some drugs regularly 1.6 1.8 1.4 24 3.6 3.1 4.8 23
Sample N 497 456 ° 494 498 - 446 427 479 3297

¢ = 393.33; df = 36; p <0.0001.

.
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TABLE 145

" Analysis of Variance of Alcohol Knowledge Scale

Source ) df MS F p |
o . . _—
’ Grade 6. . 63494 12491 0.001
"\ Sex 1 83.48 16.42 0.00!
. e
Grade x Sex 6 6.30 " 1.24 >0.01
"Residual 3368 5.08
1
TABLE 146 >
v . .
Grade and Sex Means on the Alcohol Knowledge Scale
T
| Grade Mean Weighted
Sex F : : Mean
B 7 8 9 10. 11 12,
Males 8.35 9.39 9.89 10.31 10.76 11.76 1242 [ 10.00
Female3 ' 827 901 926  10.14 - 1057 f1.23 11.74 9.66
i .
! Total ' 8.31 9.26 9.54 10.21 1069 . 11.49 12.11 9.83
Note. — Maximum possible score is 15.
114
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TABLE 147

-

Percentage in Each Grade Answering Alcohol Knowdedge Items Correctly

o Mlation
L1 - with

ftem

Alcohol
. Scale Total
(r)

Grade Percentage

Weighted
Total,
Percentage

Signmfficance of
Grade Differences-

2
X.

(df=6)’

10,

. Drunkenness and al-

coholism are the same
thing. ( False)

Teenagers can usually
drink as much as adults
before becoming
drunk. (False)

. Spirit drinks (e.g.

brandy, rum. vodka) -
effect you more Quickly
than beer does. ( True)

. You cap drink your-

self sober. (False) *

Drinking can make
you fat. (True)

Hangovers always
occur after drinking
alcohol.(False)

alcohoi in an 8 oz
ss of beer every
our. (True)

. The body can handie
the amount of x

Alcoholics can-be

helped to control
their drinking. ( True)

olics are more
likely than others to
have liver trouble.
(True)

Most of the alcohol
is removed from the
body by the liver.
{True)

. Alcohol has less effe%t ’

on people who have
been drinking for a
long time. (True)

. The legal limit for

driving after drinking
in Queensiand is 0.1%

“blood alcohol content.

(False)

. All other things being

equal. alcohol has the
same effect on a big
person 4s on a small
person. (False)

. An 8 oz glass of beer,

or a 1 oz shot of rum,
will have about the
same effect. (True)

. Drinking milk puts

a lining on your
stomach, and so stops
you getting drunk.

. (False)

0.40
0.38

0.38

0.37

0.37

0.37
0.37

0.36

0.35

0.35

0.34

0.33

0.31

41.5

0.2

78.4

58.0

1589

28.4

46.8

68.9

13.9

419

67.0

42.6

56.6

82.5

67.0

71.2

328

49.1

78.8

79.7

65.7

54.8

454

53.1

70.7

504

60.1 73.5
68.2 72.5

81.1,86.8

69.2 79.0

71.9 80.2

39.5 37.3
48.7 54.9

83.8 88.8

77.6 79.0

69.6 72.3

559 62.5

49.1 55.3

51.8 54.3

v

70.5 68.7

N

56.6 55.9

79.1

713

91.3

75.6

81.6

49.8

59.6

89.5

83.9

73.1

60.8

62.8

55.8

7.3

2.6

90.4
74.0

90.2

84.8

67.4
66.7

91.8

87.8

71.8

65.6

70.7
60.2
72.6

63.7

93.7

83.3

91.6

88.5

89.4

71.5

75.6

93.7

89.4

76.8

73.5

’
71.4

63.9

743

67.6

69.3

84.6

71.6

74.1

54.0

83.0

79.9

69.6

53.0

54.5

70.2

54.8

v
381.31

49.64

59.21

135.57

144.68

253.98

85.09

154.13

41.53

34.21

55.21

126.17

13.40

77.04

<0.0001

—

<0.0001

<0.0001
N

v

<0.0001

<0.0001

<0.0001
e

<0.6001

<0.009)/

<0.0001

<0.0001

<0.0001
|

<0.0001

>0.01

> 0.0l

<0.0001

O
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~TABLE 147
) Percentage in Each Grade Answering Alcohol Knowledge Items Correctly (cont.) )
Correlation *'| Significance of
‘ with Grade Percentage Weighted | Grade Differences )
“Item Sc,:llcoThoL] - P Total :
. ercen
e 6 7 8 9 10 11 I2 fage (des) p
16. Ethyl :'lcotiu:lisme . N
- main drug
L alcoholic drinks. 0.29 = [62.3 659 63.6 73.3 71.1 70.0 68.3 613 25.36 <0.001
: (True)
17. You can drink your- ,
self to death if you ) s -
_ take too much 0.29 82.2 81.7 78.0 79.8 77.4 81.0 843 80.2 9.24- . > 0.0l
alcohol too quickly.
[(Druej
18. People can become '
physically dependent 0.26 79.7 86.9 85.7 86.6 86.3 87.1 88.5 85.3 20.46 <0.01
on alcohol. ) "
19. Alcohol is a valuable 5 ' .
food. (False) 0.25 77.8 81.9 82.1 81.8¢84.1 83.1 8’.3.5 81.7 9.21 >0.01
N 20. Alcohol makes &eople -
more wide awake, 0.15 92.2 945 94.2 93.2 94.2 93.7 92.3 93.6 430 >0.01
{Falsej . D
Noté. — The alcohol knowledge scale used in the study was constructed from those items with r) 0.3. «
. ) ;5_,3 .3\:{
-~ . i’k‘
/
, . .
116
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TABLE 148 *

Analysis of Variance of Drug Knowledge -Scale

Source df - MS k p .

. = N ; N . ‘
Grade 6 923.97 179.38 0.001 ) hd
- Sex : 1 3.12 0.61 50.01 b
Grade x sex 6 1110 216 50.01

! Residual v 3368 5.15

TABLE 149
Grade and Sex Means on the Dn;g Knowiedge Scale ’
| ; - e 2

| Sc-x ,.J; __Gr?de Mean_‘“ ‘i Weighted ‘
6 7 8 9 10° 11 12 . Mean i
o s A

Males . 879 937 1008 1079 1132 1263 1298 10.37

Females 887 964 960 1097 1170 1264 13.07 10.39

Total 980 949 981 1089 1147 1263 13.02] 1038

Note. — Maximum possible score is 16.
4
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TABLE 150

N

°

Percentage in Each Grade Answering Drug Knowledge Items Correctly

ftem

v

Correlation
with Drug
Scale

Total (1)

Grade Percentage

Weighted
Total
Percentage

Significance of
Grade Differences ;-

/

df=6) » P

|
L
!
|
l
[

11.

All drug users become
dependent upon
drugs. ( False)

. L.S.D. ("acid’) usually

has a stronger effect
than marijuana (‘'grass’,
‘pot’) has. (True)

. The samc amount of

any drug will effect
people in the same *
way . (False)

. To “turn on” is to go

around with people
who uge drugs,
{ False)

. 'Pep pills’ can help you )

stay awake if you are
sleepy. [ True)

. A drug user is

developing a tolerance
to a drug if he needs
to increase the amount
of the drug to gel the

"same effect. (True)
. When dried banana*

peelings are smoked,
the effects are similar
1o taking L.S.D.
(‘acid"). [False)

. If hallucinogenic

mushrooms (‘magic
mushrooms’) are
cooked, the drug in
them is destroyed.

.(False)
. Barbiturales (‘barbs’,

‘downers’) are nol
physically addictive
{Faise)

. Amphetamines are

called ‘speed’ because
they give quick

relief from pain.

{ False)

Marijuana (‘pot’,
‘grass’) is less likely

to cause psychological
damage than barbil-
urates ("barbs’,

‘downers’) are. (True)

Natural drugs are
safer than manufac-
tured ones. { False)

. Most peopie who use -

narcotics (e.g.
heroin, opium,
morphine) have used
other drugs in the
past. (True) -

0.44

0.43
0.42

0.40

0.36

0.34

0.34

0.33

0.32

0.32

0.32

21.2 24.7 33.1

164.2 71.6 76.1

63.6 69.0 72.3

38.6 40.0 52.2

62.I' 67.9 64.5

63.3 72.1 71.1
479 43.4 509

50.8 59.2 60.9
544 633 595

38.1 40.8 41.6

0y

41.7 41.3 39.1

50.4 60.3 65.5

70.6 71.0 65.5

379

84.6

84.4

59.9

78.6

77.4

579

63.9

67.7

44.]

489

65.1°

75.8

52.7

85.4
84.5

66.1

83.9

78.7

62.1

66.6

72.0

50.7

50.7

76.0

67.0

93.7

96.7

718

89.5

83.6

69.8

7.4

76.6

674

60.7

83.4

11.7

93.7

96.9°

84.6

69.7

727

78.9

67.8

67.2

4

741

89.6

78.1

54.5

73.2

543

64.8

46.5

64.1

222.59

389.64 <0.0001 .

179.18  <0.00Qr

<0.0001

275.38  <0.0001 -

167.88  <0.0001

80.54  <0.0001

99.26 <0.0001

59.34  <0.0001

8341 <0.0001

<0.0001

83.79  <0.0001]

100.48 > <0.0001

65.6  <0.0001
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{ TABLE 150
\ ‘F'ehrcentage in Each Grade Answering Drug Knowledge Items Correctly (cont.)
i Correlation Significance of
ltem with Drug Grade Percentage " Weighted | Grade Differences
Scale * . Total 2
Total (r) 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Pertentage X
* (df=6)
14.1t is safe to drink ’
alcohol after taking 0.31 85.2 89.5 91.1 96.4 944 95.3 96.2 91.7 70.09  <0.0001
) Murates ('barbs’, .
: ~/downers’). (Faise) ,
1'5. Depressants such as the
bi v .
e by 030  |65.5 65.9 63.8 663 69.5 71.9 706 66.8 885 0.0l
doctors to help people .
- sleep. (True)
lC.ngoin is usually )
injec into a vein. 0.30 62.9 70.1 74.0 80.4 80.5 81.5 84.1 744 87.07 <0.0001
L (True) ,
17.A ‘bummer’ isa
bad drug experience. 0.25 72.2 76.0 72.8 73.5 76.5 72.8 79.3 74.3 7.50 >0.01
{True) !
. * | 18.Smoking marijuana
(‘pot’, 'grass’) makes
time seem to go 0,‘25 58.5 57.0 55.5 56.5 59.2 61.4 61.0 57.8 < 4.43 >0.01
sower. (True) ~
19.The legal penalty for ,
possession of certain N .
.mushrooms is the 0.25 55.3 63.5 64.7 64.1 659 61.6 59.5 62.3 19.62 <0.01
same as for possession
of L.S.D. (‘acid”).
(True)
20.'Snow’ is heroin.
(False) 0.16 725 799 74.4 76.4 71.3 70.5 61.0 739 34.66 <0.0001

Note. — The drug knowtedge scale used in the study was constructed from

O
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TABLE 151
. Percentage Agreeing with Alcohol Attitude Items in Each Grade
oy i Significance of
P Grade Percentage Weighted | Grade Differences .
Item L Total ——— e ——
Percentage X .
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 dfe24y P
. People who refuse a drink are {186 10.7 10.4 109 99 79 46 C115 [286.24  <0.0001 »
anti-social. . « )
2. Women who drink are more .
sophisticated than women who 14.6 138 12.2:11.9 7.5 5.1 3.4 11.2 305.30 < 0.0001
do not drink. oo - B
3. You cannot trust people who - . o ) )
will R dri'nk with you. 100 86 7.0 88 50 -4.0 3.1 7.4 185.59 < 0.000]
4. Men who do not drink are : . 5 * < 0.0001
. not real men. * 13.8 7.5 99 74 ‘4‘3 4.0 2.5 8.0E .1 138.73° < »
S. To be able to drink a lot is < 0.0001
a sign of being grown up. 11.5 94 7.5 7.2 54 40 23 7.7 164.45 !
6. People who don't drink at 13.0 15.3 114 12.2 108 10.1 7.1 121 |137.93  <0.0001
parties are wet blankets. .
7. Pedple who do not drink miss ) N ¥
N something enjoyable in life. 14.5 123 11.4 14.6 18.0 16.8 22.9 14.8 68.39 < 0.6}001 .
8., YBu feel left out of things at 26.9 30.6 27.5 32.9 36.8 31.2 33.9 309 |141.10  <0.0001
parties if you don’t drink. . :

3
9. 1t is all right for people to drink

as much as they like as long as 42.3 48,4 41.7 48.8 63.3 43.4 46.5 46.5 78.79  <0.0001
they keep out of trouble.

10. Drink is not as dangerous as

2 - . < 0.0001
people make out. 24.5 27.0 26.8 29.3 32.4 27.7 26.6 27.8 87.94 )
11. People who drink a lot should 39 < ! .
not be allowed 10 drive cars. 73.1 74.7 75.1 72.2 69.1 77.9 80.5 71.7 51.87 <0.001 1. .
:12. There is nothing wrong with_
having a drink or two on social 77.8 87.5 86.1 85.1 87.8 91.3 89.9 85.4 9271  <0.0001
occasions such as parties or
picnics.
13. There is no harm in having a
glass or two of, beer after a 83.0 87.6 90.3 86.9 89.1 88.8 87.7 87.5 | 75.76 <0.0001
hard day’s work. .
14. A drink once in 2 while does 79.0 85.9 86.7 869 87.6 90.2 89.3 85.7 72,57 <0.0001
., no harm.
- 15. There is nothing wrong with ) .
drinking, if you know when to 79.0 85.6 89.6 89.2 90.8 93.5 B8.5 87.2 147.78  <0.0001
stop. : ‘ ’
16. Itis alright to have a glass 5 5 ) <0.0001
oF Two of wine with moale. 72.1 75.2 80.4 79.3 81.7 84.8 872 78.6 71.55
17. There is nothing wrong with 38.7 49.8 48.7 56.1 69.5 71.1 71.0 54.3  [209.58 < 0.0001 .
drinking. : K
| 8. Alcohol is bad only when 65.4 72.2 77.8 78.5 79.3 86.6 84.7 757 11379 <0.0001
| "19. Most people can drink sensibly. 65.6 68.7 70.1 71.4 74.6 66.7 64.1 69.3 68.26 < 0.0001
E 20. Only weak people drink. 13.6 12,1 12.1 13.1 9.5 6.8 59 11.4 178.29 < 0.0001
| 21. Public drinking is disgusting. 31.1 19.9 20.6 19.3 12.6 11.5 11.3 19.8 296.81 < 0.0001
t 22. Drinking makes you feel good. 14.1 19.0 20.1 34.7 41.5 482 57.9 28.7 336.21 <0.0001
- 23. Drinking helps you have fun. 14.5 17.5 21.8 23.3 35.0 379 469 24.5 203.39 < 0.0001
i 24. Alcohol makes a party go better. 25.8 36.6 36.7 41.4 '50.4 49.4 56.4 39.6 162.42 <0.0001
25. Drinking can make sad people 25.1 26.6 28.0 33.5 43.5 38.6 41.1 320 |124.07 <0.00p1
feel happy. cs l
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TABLE 151

-k
) Percentage Agreeing with Alcohol Attitude Items in Each Grade (cont.) .
R Significance of
Grade Percentage Weighted Grade Differences
item T 7 Total )8 7
. g Perc .
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 ercentage
(df=24)
26. You gét on better with people . ' 3
" after a drink or two. 24.4 30.3 24.4 28.1 37.7 37.0 424 30.4 109.93  <0.0001
27. Drinking makes yuu more self- Y <0.00
confident. 16.5 l4.}3 13.7 20.7 29.9 32.8 44.0 21.2 211.77 01
28. The world would be a better 29 < <0.00
place without alcohol. 63.5 48.2 44.9 39.5 33.1 30.3 233 44.0 301.06 01
’ 29. Pcpic who drink a lot should » <0.0001
be fired from their jobs. 37.8 309 19.5 16.3 15.1 11.2 1.3 225 299.60 0.000
30. There is nothing worse than a 4 <0.0001
person who drinll(salot. 60.2 52.8 50.4 47.7 45.4 36.8 36.3 49.7 204.41 0.000
31. Alcoholics should not be allowed 439 42.5 42.8 38.4 40.6 456 38.7 418 49.82  <0.01
to bring up children. !
32. I would not like to be the friend’ 18 33 ¥ 64 <0.0001
ot a person who drinks a lot. 57.2 52.9 43.8 38.4 33.7 32.8 339 44.7 178.6
33. Alcoholics'should be put in jail. ' 339 243 195 165 138 68 5.5 199~ 384.62: <0.0001
34, Teenagers whe d.inx have had Y 7 2 0.
a poor bringing up at home. 39.1 348 286 219 138 10.1 7.7 25. 469.22 <0.0001
T
?
\ . 7/
/“\ .
;S ~
L)
O
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TABLE 152

Analysis of Variance of the Approval of Moderate Drinking Factor’

?

Source df MS F
' Grade 6 7578 7.74 0.001
| Sex ! 484.7" 4.95 5001
o © Grade x sex 6 102.7 1.05 - >0.01
,l Residual 3368 97.9
p ‘ TABLE 153
Grade and Sex Means on the Approval of Moderate Drinking Factor
Sex ‘ Grade Mean Weighted
6 7 8 9 10 1 12 Mean
Males .-0.8 2.8 3.1 1.8 36 3.2 3.3 2.2
. Females -03 16 1.8 1.9 1.8 26 0.9 1.4
Total -0.5 2.3 2.4 1.9 - - 28 2.9 22 18"
e TABLE 154 ,
h .
Analysis of Variance of the Beneficial Effects of Drinking Factor
.
i Source df MS F p
Grade 6 3157.9 34.68 0.001
| Sex ] 4656.9 51.14 0.001
| Gradd x Sex 6 1477 1.62 >0.01
' Residual 3368 911
. L esidu
TABLE 155
Grade and Sex Means on the Beneficial Effects of Drinking Factor
< Grade Mean Weighted
DX 6 -~ 7 8 9 10 1 12 Mean
Males -1.7 -1.3 -06 00 3.8 4.2 7.1 0.8
Females -38 -38 -30 -08 0.4 19" 21 -18
Total 27 =25 —-19 -05 25 30 49 —05
122 o i
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TABLE 156
Analysis of Variance of the Disapprovél of Non-Drinkers Factor
Source df MS F p i
—
. Grade 6 7151.0 84.11 10.001 i
Sex 1 38279 45.02 0.001 ‘\
|
1 Grade x sex 6 299.8 353 0.002
| Residual 3368 85.0 ' i -,
A )
+ !
2 TABLE 157 *
Grade and Sex Means on the Disapproval of Non-Drinkers Factor
< ' .
Sex i Grade Mean ] w;di%:;ed
. 6 7 * 8 9 10 11 12
Males 137 17 o1 -16 -22 -58 -71| -04
Females 34 -03 -16 -3.1 -69 -96 -109 -2.5
Total 36 08 -08 25 -40 -7 -88| -l4
ok
. e .
ar
, _ NN o—e Males ;
2 N o - o Females
s [ RN
£ o
® T
3> sk
m o 1
3 I s,
~— ‘3 5 :3’ s
g 4 ”,
- ' .~
, r
-8l < e -
; N
_lo ) L i A 1 b \
6 7 ¥ 8 9 10 11 12

Grade

FIG. 13. Grade and Sex Effects on the Disapproval of Non-Drinkers Factor
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TABLE 158 “
Analysis of Variance of the Antipathy to Heavy Drinkers Factor

'S
> | - .

!\ Source df MS F P

r’\ .
Grade 6 - 2125 45.90 = 0.001
Sex ' 1 4189 4.56 " >001
Grade x sex 6 56.6 0.62 > 0.01
Residual 3368 91.8

R [}
TABLE 159

Grade and Sex Means on the Antipathy to Heavy Drinkers Factor

Sex Grade Mean ’ Weighted
. 6 7 8 9 . 10 112 Mean
" Males 39 24 02 <21 -25 —41 -42 ~0.1
Females 52 21 1.1 -13 =20 =22 -36 0.7
Total 45 23 07 -16 -23 =31 -39 03 -
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- TABLE 160 ‘

Percentage Agreeing with Drug Attitude Items in Each Grade

¥

- . Significance of ‘]
Grade Percentyge wchEh‘:rd Grade Differences
Item g - Percentage '
% 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 e p‘
(df=24)
. |
|. Drug addicts should be put in jail. $2.6 45.8 35.2 26.9 263 11.9 5.4 342 {49264  <ao00l |
.. f
2. You cannot trust peopie who 59.8 59.0 48.1 36.7 36.3 22.9 20.4 as1 [33890 <0.0001 |
3. People who take drugs are 1
ity 44.1 43.2 31.2 29.2 25.3 18.0,15.3 327 (30636 <0.0001
1
. 4. E:"f‘.",':d“’f'r‘gt;’:‘,fcﬁ’]“j;;h°"'d 41.5 37.6 28.3 26.5 24.1 152 84 294 |274.08 <0.0001
5. Only fools get *hooked’ on drugs. 66.6 64.3 61.1 52.3 52.1 41.6 33.0 56.9 197.98 <0.0001
6. Once a persop has become addicted
to drugs, there is little that can 57.8 46.1 382 29.6 21.7 14.2 8.6 36.0 52591 <0.0001
be done for him. ‘
7. You have a greater chance of
taking drugs if you mix with 73.7 723 71.8 76.5 56.9 49.7 43.0 659 | 26445  <0.0001
'bad’ people, . -
8. ra‘,’l;‘;‘:;"ryej'f‘:fe‘;g's"°"" $3.2 S6.1 49.1 433 44.3 33.9 28.6 472  |118.07 <0.0001
2. 333$1§g$2§f::§5d?2n‘ 64.2 67.5 59.6 54.2 51.2-46.0 42.1 s7.8 | 181.60 <0.000i \
10. ?;;;&,g;d';gii;:;f;;;gg;;“ S1.7 55.5 47.6 41.2 35.4 24.6 18.0 435 |323.30 <o.oom”*ﬂ”
1. Many drugs fre enjoyable to 10.8 10.8 8.1 156 16.2 19.1 24.2 13.3  |185.28 <0.0001 |
“ N2 Pep pills are gyeat for kicks. 97 9.2 65 7.8 82 75 8.2 8.3 71.28 <0.0001
13. &’gcﬁﬂggguzxﬁ"gf‘;‘g 16.1 169 12,5 21.5 k53 16.1 186 |  16.5 7913 <0.0001 |
14. 33:;;?}"“ help you understand 14.7 129 11.2 14.8 14.9 12.2 16,1 | 13.7 26.00 >0.01 l
15, DrEs e B e 44 64 51 52 17 65 68 s8 | 5823 =00001
. , X |'
6. B;‘c‘f’i:':;‘,"i;;g““““'y taken 31,0 16.7 16.7 17.1 18.2 16.9 20.0 198 {12767 <0000 1/
(|17 Drugs are an aid to creative 13.8 159 10.1 11.4 10.4 11.5 13.4 12.4 9.5 <0.0001
1‘8_ Y would be interested in ,
.’;‘(‘)‘;5‘)‘?{@,“‘:‘,":’:{:“:‘;‘;‘lﬁzﬁlan,t 5.2 87 9.5 I1.8 15.3 20.4 23.9 114 |17005  <0.0001
get caught.
* 119. There is nothing wrong with - ’
taking a mushreom -trip’ (drug 63 7.7 8.7 125129 155 179 104 1128 Qpoor |
cxperience). : ’ :
1 '
20. Z,g:t"iﬁg;ﬁ;&sf'“g to know 20.5 19.3 23.1 32.5 31.5 35.6 35.7 264 {12094 <00001 '
21. Drugs are all right as long as
you don't allow them to get 29.6 22.4 20.7 21.8 24.1 21.6 22.6 236  |113.62 <0.0001
a hold on you.
22 ou el Lot o o e | 59 40 60 69 59 33" as 5.5 88.30  <0.0001
B et e with 22.8 17.5 20.0 28.6 28.8 33.7 32.3 245 | 11574 <0.0001
’ ' 125
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. j L . Significance of !
‘ Grade Percentage W;lg::‘ed Grade Differences |
[tem : Percentage [~ , I
| 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 X
“ (df=24) 1
24, It would be fine to take drugs ‘
if 1t were not for the police. 57 82 46 9.8 10.4 108 126 8.1 94.24  <0.0001 |
15. Any new experiences from P - »
drugs are ok arcrth theome 59.3 9.3 65.4 67.9 69.4 68.7 65.2 663 110374  <0.0001 |
36. 1t would worry me 1t my : . ‘
friends were taking drugs 80.0 79.0 80.4 4.2 73.3 77.0 726 773 {11944 <0.0001 |
27. You should use drugs only ‘
when your doctor says to 86.0 85.3 85.7 77.6 79.7 74.7 71.2 81.8 143.23  <0.0001
use them.
28. People who refuse to take
drugs are real phanics 48 68 15 4.0 3.0 17 1.2 3.9 [107.67  <0.0001
29. You cannot trust people who . P
d& not take drugs. 156 123 120 9.0 9.7 51 4.0 1.0 719.91 <5680
30. Thereis alot to admire in people
who take drugs. 136 89 87 88 75 36 4.0 8.9 94.32 <0.0001
. . -
31. People who don’t take drugs :
are 100 soared 1o ok hosk: 2.0 200176 146 151 100 79T 178 |i9ser 50001
32. Peoplg have a right to B
cxperiment with drugs if they 35.9 329 392 49.F 52.6 53.7 59.3 433 127.23  <0.0001
wish to do so.
’ 33. People who take drugs are
not afraid to break away from " 29.5 43.5 40.6 45.0 43.2 39.4 38.2 40.0 195.62  <0.0001
the ideas of their parents.
34. There should be no law against
taking Orams 14.8 151 14.0 13.5 185 22.1 15.5 15.6 99.60. <0.0001 |
[— ol ) ——
TABLE 161
, Analysis of Variance of the Amipathy to Drug Users Factor
. |
Source df MS F P
Grade 6 9872.1 121.39/7', 0.001
Sex 1 * 2638.0 3244 0.001
Grade x sex 6 52.1 0§4 > 0.01
- . *  ‘Residual 3368 813
TABLE 162 ‘ s :
: )
' Grade and Sex Means on the Antipathy to Drug Users Factor
' ean .
@ S Grade M Weighted
€X
6 7 8 9 10 1 ! Mean
Males .+ 5.7 4.6 2.1 -04 ~-1.8 —6.4 - 1.0
Females 47 30 .. 0.2 -2.1 —4.8 —8.0 —9B -0.7
Total 5.2 3.9 1.0 —-1.4 -2.9 -7.2 —-8.7 0.2
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TABLE 163

/~,
Analysis of Variance of the Beneficial Effects of Drug Taking Factor

| Source df MS F p |
! e e —— e e —
Grade 6 200.9 2.04 »0.01
’ . ‘v
Sex ! 1545.8 1508 0.001 }
| Grade x sex 6 123.4 .25 2001
l Residual 3368 98.6 ‘
TABLE 164
}Grade and Sex Means on the Beneficial Effects of Drug Taking Factor ¢
" Grade Mean Weig;hted
Sex - —_—
b 7 8 9 10 11 12 Mean
— , B
Males 08 -09 '-0.8 -0.7 0.4 0.5 2.0 0.0
Fernales 16 -22 -19 03 -17 -08 -08 ~14
Total -03° -15 . -14 -05 -04 02 0.7 -7 )
 TABLE 165
Analysis of Variance of the Approval of Experimental Drug Taking Factor
" Source _ df MS F ‘P |
| | T |
Grade 6 ©490.1 4.98 0.001 f
Sex 1 3306 3.36 >001 |
Grade x sex 6" 2379 2.42 >0.01 '
Residual 3368 98.5
TABLE 166 _
Grade and Sex Means on the Approval of Experimental Drug Taking Factor ’
- -‘/ . —_ -
‘Grade Mean Weighted
Sex ; Mean
6 g8 7 8 9 101 12
Males 28  -07 -03 -07 02 -09 -03° N )
Females 1.2 -08 0.5 1.5 23 1.1 0.8 0.8
Total 2.0 ~0.8 0.1 0.6 1.0 -0.5 0.2 1 0.5
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TABLE 167

Analysis of Variance of the No Danger in Drug Taking Factor

Grade and Sex Mems

Source df MS JF p
Grade 6 1596.5 16.55 0.001
Sex | 6%0.0 7.05 0.008
Grade x sex 6 108.4 1.12 >0.01
Residual 3368 96.4°

TABLE 168

on the No Danger in Drug Taking Factor

-

Grade Mean | Weighted
Sex Mean
’ 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 . -
Males -3.7 -5 =17 . 0.5 1.0 2.1 2.1 -0.7 .
Females -3.0 -3.0 =27 -0.5 -1.2 09 2.0 -1.7
Total 34 =22 -23 00 02 15 20 1. J
TABLE 169
Analysis of Variance of the Disapproval of Non-Drug Users Factors
Source df . MS F p
Grade 6 3049.3 32.56 0.001
Sex I 81e.2 8.72 0.004
Grade x sex 6 189.0 2.02 - '>0.01
Residual 3368 93.6
TABLE 170 :
Grade and Sex Means on the Disapproval of Non-Drug Users Factor
Grade Me:
s race Mean Weighted
ex M
g : ' 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 can
Males 16 -01 -10 -17 -5 45 =55 -1.2
Females 6 —1.5 -1.5 -3.9 -48 63 -5.6 =22
Total 2.1 -0.8 -1.3 -3.0 -3.4 ~5.5 -5.6 —-1.7 L“
128 . '
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TABLE 171

.

Schools that Participated

-~

Metropolitan Schools

Government

. Acacia Ridge State School
Aspley State High School
Banyo State High School
Bremer State High School
Brisbane State High School
Clontarf Beach State High School
Clontarf Beach State School
Coorparoo State High School
Corinda State High School
Indooroopilly State High School
Ipswich State High School
Kedron State High School
Kenmore South State School
Macgregor State High School
Mitchelton State School
Mitchelton State High School
Moorooka State School
Nashville State High School
Newmarket State High School

Non-Government

Our Lady of Lourdes, Sunnybank

St Pius Convent, Salisbury

St Patrick’s College, Shorncliffe

Mt St Micheal’s College, Ashgrove
Moreton Bay College, Wynnum Central
Padua College, Kedron

St Peter’s Lutheran School, Indooroopilly
St Edmunds’ Christian Brothers College, Ipswich

Schools in towns with a population in excess of 30,000

Government

Cairns State High School
Happy Valley State School
Heatley State High School
Heatley State School
Miami State High School
Mt Isa State High School

D

Non-Government

Church of England Boys School, Toowoomba

St Augustine’s Marist Brothers, Cairns

St Patrick’s College, Townsville

The. Range Convent High Schoo!. Reckhampton
]
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Nundah State School

Oxley State High School

Pine Rivers District State High School
Richlands East State School
Richlands State High School
Runcorn State School

Salisbury State High School
Sandgate District State High

The Gap State High School
Wavell State High School
Wynnum North State High School
Yeronga State High School

Acacia Ridge State High School
Oxley State School

Sunnybank State School

Wynnum West State School
Amberley State School

Craigslea State School

St Laurences College, South Brisbane
St-Mary's Marist Brothers College, Ashgrove
Lourdes Hill College, Hawthorne

Ipswich Girls Grammar School, 1pswich

Mt Alvernia College, Kedron

St Ursula's College, Dutton Park

All Hallows Convent, Brisbane

Mt Frawley College, Scarborough

Rockhampton State High School
Southport State High School
Townview State School
Townsvitle Central State School
Trinity Bay State High School

. Cairns North State School

The Southport School, Southport
Sacred Heart College, Downlands, Toowoomba
Toowoomba Boys Grammar School. Tobwoomba

anr
val
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TABLE 171

Schools that Participated in the Study (cont.)

-

Schools in towns with a population under 30,000

Government

Beaudesert State High School

Chinchilla State High School

Bowen >tate School

Bundaberg State High School

Gladstone State High School

Gympie State High School

Lockyer District State High School
Mackay State Hjgh School '
Mareeba State School ' \/ -
Maryborough State High School

Moura State High*School

Nambour State School

Warwick State High School

Non-Governmient

St M@’s Convent, Warwick

Star of the Sea Convent, Gladstone

Sisters of Mercy Convent, Gordonvale

St Therasa’s Christian Brothers College, Gympie
Marist Brothers Catholic High School, Gladstone

Country Schools

Government

Clifton State High School
Malanda State High School
Mirani State High School
Pittewosth Siate High School
Aramac State School
Baralaba State School
Gracemere State School
Kenilworth State School
Mirriwinni State School
Moggill State School
Wallumbilla State School
Waterford State School
Bluff State School
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Blackwater State School

Bowen State High School

Charters Towers State High School
Charters Towers Central State School
Collinsville State High School
Nambour State High School
Gayndah State High School

Ingham State High School

Mt Morgan State High School *
Stanthorpe State High School
Texas State School

Tully State High School

St Mary’s Convent, Charters Towers
Boys Town, via Beaudesert

All Souls School, Charters Towers
Presbyterian Girls College, Warwick
Christian Brothers College, Bundaberg

Bollon State School
Bangeen State School
Gallangowan State School
Gargett State School
Geham State School
Georgetown State School
Goodwood State School
Grandchester State School
Woodstock State School
Goovigen State School
Woongarra State School
Wooroolin State School

Wyandra State School




